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ABSTRACT 
 
Rehabilitation in the Punitive State: An Oxymoron? 
An Examination of Rehabilitation and Punitive Practices in the United States. 
 
Jeri Kirby 
 
“Punishment is supposed to be an expression of justice, not merely power”  
(McBride 2007: 14). 
 
The extent and nature of incarceration has changed dramatically over the last 40 years in the 
United States.  From 1980 to 2007, the American incarceration rate increased by 1,100 percent 
(BJS 2008). Much of this incarceration boom can be linked to the War on Drugs (WOD) and the 
punitive sentencing policies that developed from it. Understanding these punitive effects on 
individuals and communities and the challenges of prisoner re-entry requires us to consider the 
many levels of punishment that play a role in the United States correctional policies. Past 
research has considered the impact of the WOD policies on many facets including; sentencing, 
racial disparities, and state incarceration rates to name a few. This research will show that when 
considering incarceration policy, we must also consider the punitive differences among state 
correctional systems while also considering the punitive stages of control that come during 
incarceration and in the community after a prisoner is released. This dissertation will study the 
nature and effectiveness of state criminal punishment policies on prisons, programming, and 
prisoner re-entry. 
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Chapter One 
The History of Punishment and the Punitive State 
In 1972, the U.S. incarceration rate – the number of persons in prisons and local jails per 
100,000 – stood at 161. After peaking in 2008 at 1,000 per 100,000 in the population, the number 
of persons in state and federal prisons fell slightly through 2013, but was still at a relatively high 
rate of 910 per 100,000, or 2.22 million people in custody (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2014). 
This dramatic increase in the correctional population over the last forty years can be attributed to 
many things, but is largely the product of changes in sentencing policies that heavily increased 
criminal justice sanctions as part of the War on Drugs, hereafter (WOD) (Phelps, 2011).  Much 
research has been done examining how the WOD has accounted for the punitive policy shift in 
sentencing and the expansion of punitive measures within correctional facilities and communities 
(e.g., see Woolredge, 2007; Walker, 2006; The Sentencing Project, 2010; Phelps, 2011, 
Kutaleladze, 2009, Travis and Redburn, 2014). This past work addresses important questions 
about the impact of harsh sentencing on incarceration and incarcerated individuals, but it stops 
short of telling the full story of imprisonment as it focuses on specific points in the punitive 
process.  Further, it does not analyze the full effect of state punitive policies on the 
reintegration/rehabilitation of offenders.  
American states have played a significant role in the adoption and implementation of 
mass-incarceration crime control policies.  However, they vary in significant ways in terms of 
how they balance between punitive punishment and the rehabilitation of offenders. This 
dissertation describes and analyzes the policy developments that lead to current punitive state 
correctional policies through 1) the development of a U.S. correctional facility programming 
index that will rank states from most to least claimed programming, 2) the examination of
 factors on states’ program ranking, and 3) the development of a punitive ranking of states’ 
treatment of offenders before, during, and after incarceration.  This dissertation fills a gap in the 
correctional policy literature through the creation of the only punitive scale that examines 
policies from offenders’ sentencing through reintegration.  The key significance of this research 
is that it contributes to the explanation of states’ recidivism rates through the examination of 
significant phases of punitive policies that may impact offender rehabilitation. 
ORGANIZATIONAL ROADMAP 
Each of the six chapters of my dissertation examines the politics and policy of 
punishment, both inside and outside the walls of American prisons.  The common theme among 
them is to identify and explain trends in correctional policies throughout different phases of 
offenders’ evolution through incarceration and reintegration back into society.  This chapter 
examines the history and theories of incarceration and begins the discussion of the WOD and its 
influence on current U.S. incarceration rates. 
Chapter two highlights the policy development of the WOD and its influence on 
sentencing and the creation of punitive policies.  Chapter two will also include a review of the 
scholarly literature that attempts to define “state punitiveness,” highlighting research that utilizes 
different types of punitiveness (i.e. sentencing, conditions, collateral punishments, etc.) to 
develop rankings and measurements of state punishment policies.  
Chapter three, the first empirical chapter, examines the components of a successful 
rehabilitative program by utilizing the findings of the Serious and Violent Offender Re-entry 
Initiative (SVORI) and the 2005 Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities 
survey.  The SVORI utilized a survey that was given to individuals prior to their release from 
prison and for several months after their release.  The initiative not only examines the needs of 
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people releasing from prison, but also examines multiple types of prisoner re-entry programs that 
assist individuals in successfully re-entering society.  I utilize the SVORI and the 2005 Census 
data to create a programming index (PI) that examines types of programs offered inside of 
correctional facilities (e.g., GED, adult education, and college courses) and their relevance to 
successful prisoner reentry.  The creation of the PI will not only provide policy creators an 
understanding of what correctional facilities are doing to constitute “correction” of inmates, but 
will also provide a better understanding of its effectiveness by comparing this index to the 
SVORI, which is the most up-to-date and relevant research on successful release from 
correctional facilities.  This index was created per facility and aggregated up to the state level to 
examine my dependent variable, recidivism.  Recidivism is the rate at which offenders return to 
prison after release into the communities and has long been a measure of success of prisoner 
reentry (The Pew Center, 2011).  Chapter three not only creates the programming index, but also 
develops a state ranking.  As several studies have ranked states based on differing punitive 
measurements (Woolredge, 2007; Kutateladze, 2009; Legal Action Center, 2004), data focusing 
on prisoner programming is used to create the first state measure focused on programming.  
In Chapter four, the (PI) created in chapter three is utilized to predict what influences 
state correctional facilities to have a stronger or weaker PI. To do this, multiple variables were 
developed into three models: 1) a policy model, 2) a correctional facility model, and 3) a 
demographic model. These models provide a thorough description of what impacts correctional 
facilities programming and education inside of the facility. The models developed in this chapter 
are important as they fill a gap in the literature by examining the following influences on inside-
facility programming: 1) demographic variables of the outside community, 2) gender and 
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security level differences (e.g. low, medium, maximum security), and 3) region (e.g. rural vs. 
urban areas).  
Chapter five develops a more thorough explanation of correctional policies by combining 
multiple studies that have ranked states based on sentencing (i.e Woolredge, 2007) with 
programming while incarcerated (PI from chapter three) and post incarceration punishment 
policies (i.e Legal Action Center, 2010). The combination of these rankings creates the most 
thorough state punitiveness ranking measurement that is then measured against the most up-to-
date states’ recidivism rates (i.e. Pew Center, 2004).  Chapter six provides a summary of the 
findings, while offering perspective on the state punitiveness rankings (developed in Chapter 
five) on how policy has influenced state punitiveness, specifically prisoner re-entry.  
Over the last thirty years the United States has gone through some major transitions in the 
area of punishment and incarceration. There is no precedent when considering the change in U.S. 
policies that directly influenced the development of the largest incarceration rate in the 
industrialized world. As this dissertation examines the current state of punitiveness and 
incarceration in the U.S., it is critical to understand the historical development of punishment in 
Western society. 
The History of Punishment 
In 1750 B.C. King Hammurabi of Babylon established the Code of Hammurabi. This 
Code developed the “idea of justice based on vengeance, retribution, and compensation” 
(Stinchcomb, 2011, p.48). The Hammurabi Code predates the concept of imprisonment and 
focused on punishment for any wrongdoing. During early history and continuing for at least a 
century, corporal punishment was the most common (and most severe) form of punishment. Two 
types of punishment were handed down to criminals: instant death and lingering death.  Instant 
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death consisted of hangings, and beheading, offering a quick, merciful punishment.  Anything 
short of instant death was the worst fate a criminal could be given as they would be tortured 
through many diverse means including, broken bones, torn off limbs, being burned alive, and 
also “slow hangings,” where limbs were broken before the actual hanging occurred (Schmalleger 
and Smykla 2005, p.46-7). While most societies moved away from these forms of inhumane 
capital punishment over time, it is important to recognize that corporal punishment was still 
common. For much of history, confinement was used only as a place of holding until the actual 
punishment was given to the offenders. The punishment issued ranged from branding, 
whippings, stocks and pillories, ducking stools, thumbscrews, and various versions of execution. 
Through these various forms of non-capital punishment, offenders were expected to repent for 
their social sins and sins against God.  
In 621 B.C., Draco, the ruler of Greece, created a new law that stated citizens caught in a 
criminal act would be treated the same as slaves, receiving the same punishment and torture.  
Even in the earliest documented times, there was recognition that law breaking not only affected 
the victim but also society as a whole.  “Under the Draconian Code, any citizen could prosecute 
an offender in the name of the injured party for protection of society” (Ferro 2006, p.4).  
Proportionality of punishment (i.e. the punishment should fit the crime) was established in the 
Legal Code of Corpus Furis Civilis under Byzantine emperor Justinian I in 529-535 A.D. The 
administration of punishment in the Draconian Code and the fairness of punishment established 
in the Justinian period, formed the basis for Western law and laid the grounds for the use of 
incarceration as punishment (Ferro, 2006).  
Religion played an increasing role in the act of punishment and “pre-enlightenment 
punishments were often Biblically based and corporal in nature” (Latessa & Holsinger 2006, 
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p.5). In 1233, Pope Gregory IX created the Inquisition, a movement by the Roman Catholic 
Church to stop heresy with the use of the most vicious torture recorded in time. This punishment 
was used as the offender’s “only hope” in the belief that the God’s would favor the innocent 
party and they would live. Death was the common end of this punishment.  The church continued 
to be part of the progression of punishment and the development of imprisonment, as prisons 
were built inside of monasteries to confine anyone accused of heresy so they may have solitary 
to atone and repent. This was one of the first records of the use of incarceration.   
Workhouses began to develop in London in 1557 with the Bridewell House.  The 
workhouses were initially created to house the “undesirables” to keep them out of sight of the 
rest of the community.  The conditions in these workhouses were deplorable with long work 
hours and very harsh living environments with no segregation of the dangerous or mentally ill 
from the elderly, women, or children.  Outbreaks of typhus became so rampant in these 
workhouses that it began to filter out into the surrounding communities.  
In 1764, Cesare Beccaria wrote On Crimes and Punishments, exposing the harsh 
conditions and unnecessary punishments being issued to offenders. Beccaria stated that celerity 
and certainty must be incorporated with regard to punishment (Akers & Sellers, 2013).  
Punishments must also be clearly stated for the crime and just severe enough so that the pleasure 
obtained from the act is considered un-worthwhile (“Cesare Beccaria,” n.d.).  Beccaria believed 
that the purpose of punishment must be to deter crime, not to exact social revenge. A. Warren 
Stearns writes in his 1936 article “Evolution of Punishment,” “So it would appear that 
punishment, whether by an individual or by a social group, is fundamentally for the purpose of 
individual or social defense; but the immediate motivation, though less certain, appears to be a 
reaction to annoyance and irritation” (Stearns, 1936, p.220).  Beccaria’s and Stearns’ writing 
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seems to describe punishment as a “social annoyance or revenge,” highlighting that much of 
punishment during the early times had little to do with fear of the offender and more focused on 
punishing socially undesirable behavior.  The argument could be made that this philosophy has 
not changed in the last 75 years. 
The creation of workhouses, the earliest forms of jails and prisons, continued to progress 
with the creation of the Maison De Force in 1773 in Belgium.  For the first time in history 
women and children were segregated from male offenders and the system of individual cells 
required hard work for everyone but opposed cruelty as a form of punishment (Ferro, 2006). In 
1777, John Howard, having been elected sheriff, visited his jail at Bedford in England. Here, he 
was shocked by the evils of the fee system (inmates would have to buy food from the guards to 
eat) and by the unsanitary conditions of prisons.  After traveling to many prisons and jails in 
England, Howard used the Maisen De Force design as the example of what facilities should 
follow in his book State of Prisons.  It was his belief and hope that human hearts could be 
softened by penitence and prayer and he designed a model penitentiary house to which offenders 
might be sent and corrected or improved.  He still regarded punishment as necessary and right, 
but for the first time enunciated the principle of the treatment of offenders, as distinguished from 
punishment (Stearns, 1936).  
In the United States, progression of incarceration as punishment moved forward.  In 
1773, a state prison was constructed in Simsbury, Connecticut.  The prison was built on the site 
of an old copper mine.  The prisoners were kept in abandoned mine shafts virtually resembling 
an underground dungeon.  Due to its extremely poor conditions, this prison became one of the 
first to have a prison riot.  In 1776 in Philadelphia, the Walnut Street Jail was built for the 
purpose of keeping criminals in solitary confinement.  In 1787, the Philadelphia Society for 
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Alleviating the Miseries of Public Prisons was founded by citizens who wanted reforms in the 
Walnut Street Jail, as conditions had become abhorrent.  Men, women and children were all 
housed together and no considerations were made to house low-level offenders from high-level 
offenders.  Rape and robberies were common and inmates were expected to pay for food, 
clothing, and heat.  Instead of protecting inmates, guards sold them alcohol (Woodham, 2008).   
Dr. Benjamin Rush, a prominent doctor in Philadelphia who later became known as the 
“father of American psychiatry,” met Benjamin Franklin in 1768 (Woodham, 2008).  Franklin 
encouraged Rush to go to France to experience Enlightenment thinking, which he did in 1769.  
There, Dr. Rush was exposed to progressive theories concerning crime and punishment.  He 
brought those ideas back to the United States and in 1787, began to promote the idea that 
prisoners should be kept in a “house of repentance where prisoners could meditate on their 
crimes, experience spiritual remorse and undergo rehabilitation,” otherwise known as the 
Pennsylvania System (Woodham, 2008).  The Philadelphia Society for Alleviating the Miseries 
of Public Prisons agreed with Dr. Rush, which eventually led to reforms at the Walnut Street Jail, 
such as inmate segregation by sex and crime.   
In the 1790s, the confinement of inmates in cells, classification of inmates, working and 
receiving education, inmates wearing uniforms, all originated in the United States (Bosworth, 
2010, p.14). In 1790, the Pennsylvania system was developed, based on the premise that 
rehabilitation lay in isolation and silence.  The system eventually became more humane, 
allowing the prisoners to leave their isolated cells for an eight to ten hour workday, which was 
also in isolation.  The system eventually broke down due to overcrowding, forcing the combining 
of inmates into one single cell, during a time when men and women were incarcerated together. 
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However, the population was rapidly growing in Philadelphia, which led to the need for a 
bigger jail.  In 1822, construction started on the Eastern State Penitentiary.  Designed by John 
Haviland, it consisted of seven wings of individual cellblocks radiating from a central hub and 
boasted central heat, flush toilets, and a shower bath in each private cell.  Opening in 1829, 
prisoners were kept in complete isolation, communicating with guards through a small feeding 
hole, with their only possession being a Bible.  This isolation was criticized by Charles Dickens, 
who wrote in 1842, “I am persuaded that those who designed this system…do not know what it 
is they are doing…I hold the slow and daily tampering with the mysteries of the brain to be 
immeasurably worse than any torture of the body” (Woodham, 2008).  In 1913, the practices of 
isolation and penitence were stopped and prisoners shared cells, worked together and 
participated in recreational sports.  Again population growth led to more crime and the prison 
that was meant to hold 300 inmates was housing 2,000 by the 1920s.   
Within a few decades of the opening of the Eastern State Penitentiary, another 
penitentiary was developed in Auburn, New York that focused on congregation during the night.  
Unlike the Walnut Street Jail that forced constant isolation of prisoners, the Auburn system 
allowed them to work in silence but in a congregate setting during the day. The New York 
system quickly won out against the Quaker model due to the creation of factory work inside the 
prison and the lessening of mental breakdowns by prisoners due to the constant isolation. The 
New York facility supported a labor-intensive environment (Miethe & Lu, 2005).  These 
facilities acted as models for the future creation of prisons not only in the U.S. but also around 
the world, and created the basis for American punishment philosophies (soon to be discussed).  
The New York Penitentiary at Auburn opened in 1817, utilizing solitary confinement 
with corporal punishment whippings as a disciplinary tool.  The prisoners ate together in silence 
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and were separated into their individual cells at night.  The philosophy behind the Auburn system 
“was to give inmates the incentive to avoid permanent solitary confinement by obeying the 
prison rules” (Ferro, 2006, p.11). 
The reform of prisons progressed over the years.  In Ireland, Sir Walter Crofton 
developed the system of parole in 1850.  Crofton’s proposed system of rewarding good behavior 
was the first form of indeterminate sentencing known as the “Irish System.” With the use of 
good behavior, inmates could earn their choice of jobs and other liberties that were designed to 
help them prepare for release.  Continued good behavior allowed prisoners to move to an 
intermediate facility that would eventually give them the right to move freely in the local 
community.  “Upon release, each prisoner was given a ticket-of-leave that could be revoked for 
any violation of law” (Ferro, 2006, p.13). 
In the early 1900s, prisoner classifications were developed in the United States on a 
national level, for the purpose of designing individualized rehabilitation.  This allowed prisoners 
to be evaluated to determine if they suffered from mental illness, violent tendencies, sexual 
aggressions, but also on their social, intellectual, and emotional capabilities.  The classification 
of prisoners actually became one of the key components of developing a humane system for 
prisoners and recognition of the need for rehabilitation in prisons. The development of this 
humane system left room for the development of prisoner’s rights. 
In 1969, Johnson v. Avery, was argued before the U.S. Supreme Court and became one of 
the landmark cases to address prisoner rights.  This case was about the right of inmates assisting 
other inmates in preparing legal documents.  The Court ruled in favor of inmates (in this case the 
petitioner’s name was Johnson) assisting other inmates as illiterate prisoners were barred from 
access to the Courts and unless the prison had a more suitable alternative for disadvantaged 
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inmates to receive assistance, the Court supported this practice.  “In response to the Court 
rulings, corrections professionals implemented new prison policies that provided inmates with 
better access to medical care and legal representation, including access to legal materials in 
prison libraries” (Ferro, 2006, p.16). 
  Michel Foucault has written extensively on the history of punishment and the creation 
of the prison system.  Foucault (1975) argued that the origins of punishment concentrated on the 
physical torture of the body but has evolved into the punishment of the mind and soul through 
the use of incarceration.  Torture of the physical body continued to occur for several hundred 
years but a slow shift moved punishment towards a more humane way of repenting, including 
enslaving (as offenders worked for the person they did wrong), and the use of incarceration 
began to develop.  “At the beginning of the nineteenth century, then, the great spectacle of 
physical punishment disappeared; the tortured body was avoided; the theoretical representation 
of pain was excluded from punishment” (Foucault, 1975, p.14). Foucault asserted that no one can 
“see how to replace” prisons and “It is the detestable solution, which one seems unable to do 
without” (Foucault, 1975, p.14).  He also notes that prison reform is not a new occurrence.  Jump 
forward to today and the same issues still exist.  Although today’s criminals know they may face 
prison for committing serious crimes, they are still not deterred as highlighted by the current 
incarceration rates, and the calls for reform persist.   
The dramatic shift in incarceration and punishment occurred in the early 1970s with the 
declaration of the War on Crime by Richard Nixon.  As more detail will be given to the War on 
Crime leading to the War on Drugs in this punitive policy shift in the following chapter, a 
discussion of the incarceration boom pre-dating the War on Drugs is important for an 
understanding of the chronological change in incarceration and punishment.  During the 1970s 
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there was an increase in crime, which sparked the growing incarceration rate; In the United 
States in 1975 the country locked up twenty-one inmates for every 1,000 serious crimes; by 1999 
this ratio had reached 106 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2008).  As the incarceration rate began to 
rise, the punishment philosophies began to change: “Officially abandoning rehabilitation as the 
primary goal of punishment, most states and the federal government now sought to toughen and 
rigidify criminal justice legislation and policy” (Bosworth, 2010, p.127).  
The 1990s brought a serious increase in prison population in the United States.  The 
United States has seen a 32-year continuous increase in incarceration rates, even though the 
crime rate in the U.S. has steadily fallen (see Graph: 1). The United States has experienced a 
steady increase in incarceration rates despite specific states attempting to implement different 
practices to bring down the number of inmates in state and federal facilities.  For instance, 
Kansas and Washington State have adopted policies reducing the length of low-level drug terms, 
judges in Connecticut have been granted more discretion in school-drug zone cases, and 
Michigan has scaled back mandatory minimums (Karberg and Beck, 2004).  The federal prison 
system has been to blame in the U.S. incarceration increase, as their population alone has 
increased by 90% in the last decade. The continued increase in incarceration rates in the United 
States can be traced to a punitive shift in correctional policy.  
U.S. Shift in Punitive Policy and the War on Drugs 
The explanation of the shift in correctional policy towards a more punitive state is 
complex, with multiple events believed to have triggered these changes.  Many scholars attribute 
part of the early change to the 1974 article by Robert Martinson, “What Works? Questions and 
Answers about Prison Reforms.”  Martinson stated that outside of a few exceptions, the 
rehabilitative programming for prisoners has not been shown to have an impact on recidivism 
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rates in the United States.  This opened a door for penal conservatives to develop the “get tough 
on crime” stance that soon became a political platform for politicians.  It made no difference that 
although Martinson later retracted his views and research had actually shown that some 
rehabilitation studies in fact did work, the political environment had already shifted towards 
tougher crime control, which in turn meant tougher sentencing and treatment of offenders.  This 
article is continuously referenced as a reason for politicians to stay away from support of 
rehabilitative practices. The most relevant shift of the punitive state, however, occurred with the 
WOD. 
Figure 1.1: U.S. State and Federal Prison Population 1925-2013 
 
While commenced in the 1970s, the WOD was fueled by the Reagan administration in an 
attempt to curtail the growing problem of drug abuse.  The drug war accounted for the largest 
increase of incarceration in the history of the United States. Drug arrests increased dramatically 
as there were a total of 581,000 arrests in 1980 but this more than tripled to a record high of 
1,846,351 in 2005.  Remembering the WOD was started due to the increased dangerous drug use 
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in society, particularly cocaine, crack cocaine, and heroin, it is astounding to know that in 2005 
alone 42.6% of drug arrests were for marijuana offenses.  In fact, during the 1990s, 79% of the 
total growth in drug arrests was attributable to marijuana possession (Mauer & King, 2007). 
One of the key factors that led to the WOD was the crack cocaine epidemic that began in 
the early 1980s and spread quickly to inner city neighborhoods where low-income minorities 
were concentrated.  Reagan brought forth an interesting perspective, as he was able to place 
drugs and drug addiction as a threat to society almost as if it was a spreading virus:  
Reagan creatively deployed a medical metaphor to demonize drug activity and thereby 
effectively redefined the relationship between drug use and health that characterized 
previous administrations. Drug use became a problem of morality and individual 
responsibility (Bosworth, 2010).  
 
The punitive movement toward drug offenders filtered into incarceration at an alarming 
rate.  In 1980 there were 19,000 (6% of incarcerated population) drug offenders in state prisons 
and 4,900 (25% of the incarcerated population) in federal prisons.  By 2003, these numbers 
increased to 250,900 (20% of incarcerated population) in state prisons and 87,000 (55% of 
incarcerated population) in federal prisons (Mauer and King, 2007).  The laws put forth by the 
WOD movement directly affected this increase.  The adoption of mandatory minimums, truth in 
sentencing, three strikes laws, and lengthy sentences for first time offenders were directly 
responsible for the increased incarceration population.  Understanding the politics behind 
sentencing policy changes that were brought about by higher crime rates and the War on Drugs is 
a complex discussion that will be more thoroughly examined in Chapter two of this dissertation.  
With these dramatic incarceration rate changes, corrections moved away from 
rehabilitation and towards the “balanced model” that worked towards punishment, deterrence, 
and incapacitation (Bosworth, 2010).  The language used to describe the WOD justified the use 
and expansion of prisons.  This allowed Reagan to have da stronger government intervention 
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without question from the conservative perspective, “the language of war indeed makes 
conservatives radical” (Bosworth, 2010, p.130).  This allowed for prisons to become the place 
that morally reaffirmed the need for war, by identifying those held within its walls as enemies of 
the state (Bosworth, 2010).  
 In the mid 1990s, based on speculation that prisons were no more than country clubs, 
calls were made for strenuous changes in the comfort of prisons.  Many prisons are already 
intolerable places but when politicians must fight public accusation regarding prisoner’s comfort, 
they fear being perceived as “soft on crime.”  Prison administrators cringed at these accusations 
since eliminating prisoner comforts has been unsuccessful in the past.  A prison administrator 
remarked, “when you take away television, when you take away weights, when you take away 
all forms of recreation…inmates react as normal people would.  They become irritable.  They 
become hostile.  Hostility breeds violence, and violence breeds fear.  And fear, he says, is the 
enemy of rehabilitation” (Hallinan, 2003, p.104).   
With the WOD, American sentencing practices have changed dramatically during the 
past forty years. Forty years ago, every U.S. state had an “indeterminate sentencing” system, 
which was a sentencing practice that considered the need to individualize sentences and to focus 
on rehabilitation.  In the 1980s and 1990s, laws were passed that were intended to ensure that 
more convicted offenders would be imprisoned and that prison terms for many offenses would be 
increased. The trend away from indeterminate sentencing started the evolution of the “get tough 
on crime” movement. One of the major results of the “get tough movement” was the adoption of 
determinate sentencing. Determinate sentencing came with such sentencing changes as 
sentencing guidelines, mandatory minimums, truth-in-sentencing laws, and parole guidelines, 
which were all components of the WOD policies. These are some of the most noted policy 
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adoptions that took place at a time when government was attempting to take a tougher stance 
against crime and offenders. “Yet while individual laws clearly reflected a policy choice to 
increase the use and length of incarceration, it is unlikely that anyone intended, foresaw, or 
wanted the absolute levels of incarceration that now set the United States far apart from the rest 
of the world” (National Research Council, 2014). Understanding the different philosophies of 
punishment and how they have changed over generations may aid in our understanding of where 
the punitive system could be heading in the future. 
Philosophies and Justification for Punishment 
Scholars of correctional policy have emphasized a variety of different motivations 
affecting the incarceration rate and the likely success of individuals re-entering society, also 
referenced as recidivism rates. Recidivism is defined as, “the repetition of criminal behavior by a 
previously incarcerated individual that commonly results in a new period of incarceration” 
(Ferro, 2006, p.160).  Recidivism rates are generally measured in two ways: 1) where upon 
release from prison an individual commits a crime and is convicted of a new charge resulting in 
re-incarceration or 2) when an individual is released from prison on supervised release and 
violates with a technical charge (i.e. failed drug test, outside of jurisdiction without permission, 
etc.), and this may also result in a re-incarceration (Ferro, 2006).  
Regarding the growing incarceration rates, scholars fall into two major categories: 1) the 
preservation of social order in society and 2) the use of incarceration as a form of social control 
(Smith, 2004). To understand the nature of the categories of social order and social control, it is 
imperative to consider the five primary sentencing philosophies that guide correctional policies 
in the United States: rehabilitation, incapacitation, deterrence, restorative, and retribution.  
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The incapacitation model is primarily a utilitarian philosophy that is centered on the 
belief that the offender must be removed from society and incapacitated to keep them from 
committing further offenses. This philosophy was initially believed to be effective in both 
political camps but the liberal camp believed that only the most serious offenders would fall 
under this philosophy, while the conservative belief was that incapacitation would achieve large 
crime prevention gains by imprisoning many felons (Siegel and Bartollas, 2011). Many scholars 
may argue that with the staggering rate of incarceration in the U.S., the current practicing 
philosophy would be an incapacitative model. Sentencing enhancements brought on with the 
WOD’s (i.e. three strikes laws, mandatory minimums, and the truth-in-sentencing), gave 
individuals long sentences of incarceration (to be further elaborated in the following chapter). 
This “lock-em up” perspective incapacitated many individuals from public society for the 
believed purpose of public safety.  
The deterrence philosophy is a crime control strategy that uses punishment in hopes of 
deterring others from engaging in similar criminal behavior.  There is “specific” deterrence, 
which focuses on deterring certain types of criminal behavior centering on specific individuals. 
There is “general” deterrence, which attempts to deter crime by ensuring the cost of crime 
outweighs the benefits enough that general society recognizes the cost of criminal behavior and 
is deterred by it. Punishment is believed to have a deterring effect “when the fear or actual 
imposition of punishment leads to conformity” (Miethe & Lu, 2005, p.20). Historically, 
deterrence has been the justification for punishment as far back as it is recorded. The Catholic 
Church delivered some of the most horrific torture as punishment for the crime of heresy. Many 
individuals were publicly tortured by the Church to show what would happen to individuals if 
they spoke against the belief in God.  
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The philosophy of restorative justice attempts to redevelop equilibrium between the 
criminal, victim, and the community back to its original state before the crime occurred.  The 
restorative is relatively new in the United States, as we have assumed that victims receive justice 
through their offender’s punishment.  Recent years has brought about testimony by victims, 
legislators, advocate groups, and the public in general disputing the United States practices 
(Reichel, 2001, p.55).  The restorative justice philosophy may be difficult for countries that are 
focused on punishment to understand.  The philosophy’s premise, to make victims whole again 
and achieve equilibrium, is actually widely practiced in other countries.  For example, Saudi 
Arabia has a very victim-oriented system that supports retaliation by the victim’s family.  
“Criminal complaints are often resolved through arbitration even before a police record is made.  
Even such serious crimes of homicide may never be brought to formal trial because the Qur’an 
condones at least two types of responses that do not involve the court system: retaliation and 
compensation” (Reichel, 2001, p.55).  Retaliation is not necessarily supported by the restorative 
philosophy but forgiveness is.  The Qur’an may allow retaliation but on the premise that this will 
also bring forgiveness to all parties involved, including the community. 
In the U.S., restorative justice has been in practice for many years in many Native 
American communities with the use of peace circles. Today in the U.S., 37 states have provided 
for restorative language in statute and codes, and implementation of this practice varies greatly in 
each state (Reichel, 2001). States such as New Hampshire, Vermont, Minnesota, and Colorado 
are utilizing the restorative justice model with great success. The Longmont Community Justice 
Partnership in Colorado has teamed up with trained facilitators, schools, and the Longmont 
Police Department to utilize the restorative justice model with great success in working with 
juvenile offenders. As of January 2014, their recidivism rate of juvenile offenders in this 
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program is at eight percent, compared to a 60-70 percent local and national average for systems 
not employing restorative justice processes (Reichel, 2001).  Psychotherapists have also come to 
recognize the importance of restorative justice when attempting to heal the wounds of victims.  
“In a restorative system of justice, there is a recognition that violations create obligations and the 
obligations are bilateral – the offender must acknowledge and take responsibility for the harm 
done to victims and communities, and society acknowledges a responsibility to both victim and 
offenders” (Bloom, 1999, p.2).  Psychotherapists believe that one of the most important 
attributes for healing a traumatized individual is through the forgiveness of the aggressor.   
The retribution philosophy, also called “just desserts,” is the premise that offenders get 
just what they deserve. This perspective involves attempting to punish offenders in proportion to 
the harm they have inflicted on society (Woolredge, 2007). Retribution has no deterrent effect as 
it focuses only on the offender and the criminal act in which they currently committed, not the 
possibility of future acts or future offenders (Smith, 2004). Retributive justice is the basic 
philosophy of punishment described earlier in the bible (i.e. an eye for an eye).  If someone 
commits a crime, they should be punished.  There is no concern for rehabilitation, deterrence, or 
incapacitation that all have a utilitarian aspect.  Retributive philosophy does not attempt to 
achieve any goals or serve any other purpose other than to punish the wrong doer as severely as 
their wrongful act.  Early practices of retributive philosophy took on aspects of revenge.  As the 
philosophy has evolved past these days, it has developed into a formal penal sanction with 
important attributes such as equity and just desserts (Reichel, 2001). Equity, according to Reichel 
(2001), means that there should be the same sentencing for all crimes that resemble each other.  
Just desserts require the punishment to fit the crime. Retributive justice has also been referred to 
as “norm of reciprocity,” referring to the idea that “much of economic and social life relies on 
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relationships involving mutual exchanges of goods, services, or obligations between individuals 
and groups or organizations.  It is important to corrections in the sense that punishment is a 
natural response, or reciprocation, to a wrongful act” (Reichel, 2001).  Reciprocity assumes that 
criminals are rational actors and choose to rationally commit criminal acts.  With this, society 
must answer the rational criminal by punishing their behavior – not by attempting to change 
them.   
In regards to this dissertation, the most relevant philosophy is rehabilitation. The 
rehabilitation philosophy emphasizes the ability of an offender to be reformed through treatment.  
There was support for this philosophy in the twentieth century when people were incarcerated 
until they were “cured.” The increase of punitive policies that have developed over the last 40 
years has had a major impact on the belief and practice of rehabilitation.  Most scholars agree 
that one of the central changes has been the ‘‘decline of the rehabilitative ideal,’’ the idea that 
prisons are the place for rehabilitation to occur (Phelps, 2011). In place of rehabilitation, 
deterrence and incapacitation became the explicit goals of prison and the punitive policies of the 
state. This shift has alternately been called the ‘‘culture of control,’’ as scholars have argued that 
the contemporary criminal justice system has become more punitive and less oriented toward 
rehabilitation (Feeley & Simon 1992; Garland 2001a; Pratt 2007). The importance of the 
rehabilitation philosophy is indicated by the labeling put on “correctional facilities,” 
“reformatories, and “therapeutic communities,” which is often used to describe facilities that 
incarcerate (Miethe & Lu, 2005).  The concept of rehabilitation will be elaborated much further 
in Chapter three. 
Many factors (i.e. demographic factors such as race, crime rates, poverty, etc.) have 
played a role in how states have adopted some form of all five punishment philosophies, but 
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these philosophies have also depended heavily on crimes committed, circumstances surrounding 
the offenses, and the attributes of offenders and their life situations (K. Smith, 2004).  The 
influence of these philosophies on criminal punishment  (i.e. deterrence and incapacitation) is 
highlighted in the policy development of the WOD and its influence on sentencing and the 
creation of punitive policies.  It is to this discussion we now turn. 
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Chapter Two 
The Political Influences of the Punitive State 
Drugs are bad, and we’re going after them…we’ve taken down the 
surrender flag and run up the battle flag. And we’re going to win 
the War on Drugs (Reagan, 1982). 
 
This chapter highlights the policy driven development of the U.S. mass incarceration 
phenomenon. The WOD is easily recognized as the catalyst that began the mass incarceration 
that led to the U.S. ranking number one in incarceration for all industrialized countries. The U.S. 
currently has 5 percent of the world’s population but is responsible for 25 percent of the world’s 
incarcerated population. These numbers should be representative of a country that is ravaged 
with violent crimes and “thrown away” individuals, not of the country that is said to be the ‘land 
of opportunity.’ It is clear in today’s society just how vulnerable the U.S. genuinely is to her 
political climate. Although more apparent in the Trump Administration, this vulnerability to 
politics is nothing new and has in the past proven to harm the U.S. due to failed policies and 
biased intent (i.e. WOD).  
How did politics influence the WOD and the adoption of sentencing policies? The 
redevelopment of U.S. drug policies emphasizes punishment over treatment while also 
disproportionately impacting low-income minority communities. The WOD has reshaped the 
way the U.S. responds to drugs and crime and arguably the way society views certain 
populations of people. With the ushering out of treatment and rehabilitation came a warehousing 
that is unprecedented in the U.S.  Punitive policies took punishment from a place that considered 
the need for treatment and health to a place of purely incapacitation without a nod to the 97 
percent of people that reintegrate back into society after their incarceration. This chapter outlines 
the many punitive policy failures that disfranchised entire communities, re-invented political bias 
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into failed drug policies, and led to the shameful mass incarceration of millions of American 
people. 
From Public Health to Punitive Policies 
The 1930s brought a progressive reform of punishment that supported the belief that 
criminality could be diagnosed and treated by trained experts. This belief about criminality came 
to be known as the “Medical Model” and was considered to be the rehabilitative ideal 
philosophy. The Medical Model of criminality focused not only on the health and safety of the 
general public, but also on a belief in the rehabilitation of offenders. The use of the Medical 
Model demonstrated a need for treatment, assuming individuals could possibly be cured of 
whatever was leading them toward criminal behavior. The Medical Model gained legitimacy in 
the U.S. as the idea of classification of prisoners began to take precedence over punishment. 
Classification is the examination of prisoners’ needs and assignment to the types of treatment 
that will assist in their ‘reform’ to a law-abiding citizen. In 1929, Congress approved the creation 
of the Federal Bureau of Prisons, which sought to develop the proper classification, treatment, 
and rehabilitation of prisoners. 
1950 Incarceration Rate: 109 per 100,000 U.S. Residents 
The Medical Model laid the groundwork for rehabilitation programs that were adopted by 
many states in the 1950s. The rhetoric of rehabilitation pushed states to change statutes to specify 
the goals of treatment in their correctional facilities as punishment as a philosophy was becoming 
outdated. Though in some states, rehabilitation was just a buzzword that was afforded little to no 
budget and was always second to security. For example, critics point out that only five percent of 
state budgets were actually allocated for this type of rehabilitative programming (Clear, Reisig, 
Petrosino, & Cole; 2015). During this same time, the Civil Rights Movement began to take shape 
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as citizens protested the systemic racism brought about by Jim Crow laws. The arrests of black 
protestors further perpetuated racial bias in the U.S. criminal justice system, leading to the 
disproportional incarceration rate of minorities that is unprecedented in any Western Democracy 
in the world.   
1960 Incarceration Rate: 117 per 100,000 U.S. Residents 
 In the late 1960s and early 1970s, New York legislators faced a drug problem they feared 
was growing out of control. Federal statistics showed as many as 559,000 illicit drug users 
nationwide, with a 31 percent increase in drug arrests by 1972 (Gray, 2009). Initially, the 
Governor of New York, Nelson Rockefeller, attempted to create a program of voluntary 
rehabilitation for addicted convicts as an alternative to incarceration. By 1966, it was clear this 
program had fallen short, as the majority of drug addicts would chose prison terms rather than 
three years of drug treatment. Gov. Rockefeller, a liberal Republican, also created the Narcotic 
Addiction and Control Commission and the Methadone Maintenance Program, in hopes of 
working with addicts to treat and overcome their addiction.  These programs ended up having 
little impact on the New York drug epidemic. The many failed attempts at drug treatment 
programs prompted growing public skepticism of the rehabilitative ideal in favor of the push for 
more draconian drug laws.  The government response to the public outcry for harsher penalties 
prompted the creation of new drug laws, which included mandatory life sentences without the 
possibility of plea-bargaining or parole for all drug users, dealers, and those convicted of drug-
related violent crimes ("Background on New York's Draconian Rockefeller Drug Laws," 2012). 
The Rockefeller Drug Laws symbolized the departure of rehabilitation as a crime control 
strategy into the new national policy model for the drug war.  
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 The Rockefeller Drug Laws almost immediately led to an increase in drug convictions, 
but no measurable decrease in overall crime. The racial component of the laws became apparent 
to the former N.Y. prosecutor, Albert Rosenblatt: "We were aware of it. I mean, it's hard not to 
be aware of it when you see a courtroom and when you see a cadre of defendants — many of 
whom or most of whom were people of color," (Mann, 2013). White people were using a lot of 
drugs in the 1970s and committing a lot of crimes, yet the people being arrested and sent to 
prison under the Rockefeller laws came almost entirely from poor black and Hispanic 
neighborhoods.  Coinciding with the increase in crime from the drug epidemic and further 
instigating the racial divide was the ongoing Civil Rights Movement.  
The Civil Rights Movement and incarceration collided when the 1960s began with an 
increased crime rate, largely a result of the arrest and incarceration of twenty thousand activist 
and protestors that included men, women, and children (Alexander, 2010). The fight for equality 
created a racially-driven agitation and unrest, which often led to violent outbursts by protestors 
and police, highlighted by the media. The media’s selective portrayal of the violent protest by the 
black community triggered fear in white communities. The perceived fear for safety by white 
Americans laid the groundwork for the “tough on crime” policies that were portrayed to be for 
the safety of all citizens, especially the African American community, as they were 
disproportionately victims as well as the offenders (Newell, 2013).   
 Nixon’s 1968 presidential election was driven by “law and order” platform that focused 
on the lack of respect for the law by specific groups of individuals in society. Nixon’s subtle 
racial insinuations targeted black protestors that turned violent, speaking directly to Southern 
voters looking for a conservative approach to addressing the issue of race and crime. In 1969, an 
opinion poll showed that Nixon’s rhetoric targeting Civil Rights protestors was heard loud and 
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clear with American people: “81% of Americans thought ‘law and order’ had broken down, with 
a majority blaming ‘Negroes who start riots’ (Newell, 2013, p.15).   
1970 Incarceration Rate: 96 per 100,000 U.S. Residents 
A shift toward a more punitive climate was developing across the U.S. in the early 1970s 
even though this was a time when the application of the death penalty was virtually halted across 
the country due to the United States Supreme Court Furman v. Georgia (1972) decision. What 
some viewed as a time when harsh punishment should have been on a trajectory towards 
abolishment, politicians recognized the advantages of using the crime problem (i.e. drug-related 
crimes) as a political platform. Political decision-makers claimed the 1970s crime problem 
developed from the 1960s “culture of social permissiveness and a criminal justice system 
dominated by rehabilitation liberal Pollyannas” (Pratt, 2009,  p.10).  
President Nixon is often credited for the beginning of the WOD policies with his press 
conference announcement on July 17, 1971: “drug abuse has become public enemy number one 
in the United States ” (President Nixon addressing Congress, July 1971).  Nixon appointed the 
first Drug Czar and created the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) in 1973. The DEA was 
tasked with being the first agency created to combat illegal drugs and drug distribution.  Nixon 
was also responsible for the creation of the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, to 
be headed by Dr. Jerome Jaffe, a leading methadone treatment specialist. During the Nixon era, 
for the only time in the history of the WOD, funding went towards treatment instead of law 
enforcement. Ironically, Dr. Jaffe had previously recommended methadone treatment for U.S. 
heroin-addicted soldiers returning home from Vietnam (Massing, 1998).  Thus, this recognition 
for the need for treatment by Nixon could be more about the Vietnam War soldiers coming home 
with opiate addictions and less about the concerns for the addiction issues in many minority 
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communities. There was not the same “public health” concern put forth when the discussion 
focused on the growing violent crime problems fueled by drugs in poor black communities.  
Civil rights marches, urban unrest, the Vietnam War, Kent State, Attica, and Watergate – 
all of these events and others created a loss of confidence between the public and the government 
(Cullen & Gendreau, 2001).  A “fear of crime” was growing in predominantly white 
communities that were brought forth by the conservative political rhetoric of the “get tough on 
crime” movement. Some politicians looking to gain support for punitive criminal justice 
changes, selectively announced research (i.e. Martinson, 1974) that declared punishment and 
incarceration works, while ignoring research that clearly concluded that they correct type of 
treatment that is specific to the offenders needs is effective (see Cullen & Gendreau, 2002; 
Zimring and Hawkins, 1995).  Rehabilitation was publicly discredited without much of an 
understanding of why. Scholars attribute the fall of rehabilitation to an increased involvement of 
politics in the fight against crime, as the crime rate in the U.S. was increasing. Other scholars 
agreed with the argument set forth from the 1974 R. Martinson report, which declared, “nothing 
works” in regards to rehabilitation of criminal offenders. Further, the belief that prisons should 
not focus on prisoner reform released the prison systems of responsibility (Phelps, 2011). The 
Martinson article stated that our present treatment programs are based on a theory of crime as a 
"disease" that is to say, as something foreign and abnormal in the individual, which can 
presumably be cured. This theory denies both the normality of crime in society and the personal 
normality of a very large proportion of offenders, criminals who are merely responding to the 
facts and conditions of our society (Martinson, 1974).  
Martinson’s article set the tone for political and social denial of the effectiveness of 
offender rehabilitation.  Martinson’s report not only sparked attention from the political arena but 
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also gained support from the general public.  A political fight began among conservative and 
liberal voices, feeding the already growing public fear of crime but also the start of punitive 
sentencing changes that would distort the perception that incarceration would make society safer. 
As Currie (1999) stated, it would be difficult to believe that the American Medical Association 
would interpret a rise in the number of hospitalized cancer patients as evidence that we are 
“winning the war” against the disease.  
Figure 2.1: Unite States Prison Population 1925-2014 (Bureau of Justice Statistics: Prisoner Series).  
 
Sentencing Practices 
 There is no mistaking the direct link from sentencing policies adopted by the U.S. to 
mass incarceration.  These policies ignore drug addiction, broken families, devastated 
communities of color, or even a clear path of the intended outcome. The initial push for “get 
tough” on drugs and crime turned to an acknowledgement of a failed policy that cost the states 
and the individuals within them much more than the intended consequences of deterrence. The 
sentencing development of the WOD came in three phases, each with punitive intentions (except 
during the last phase that began to backpedal due to fiscal and community crisis).  
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The Three Phases of Sentencing (1975 – 2013).  
The national crime rate that began to rise in 1961 continued to increase through 1981. 
The fear of crime was fueled by the lack of political consensus on both the causes of the 
increased violent crime rate and how to address it (National Research Council, 2014). The 
political action of liberal politicians was slowed by the fear of being seen as soft on crime but 
they also hesitated at the harshness proposed by many conservatives (i.e. Rockefeller Drug 
Laws). This in turn created a mix of sentencing practices that began with a cross between being 
fair and being more punitive.  
The first phase of sentencing (from 1975 to early-1980s) highlighted a movement that 
although was more punitive, also aimed to make sentencing fairer and more predictable with 
comprehensive sentencing and parole guidelines (National Research Council, 1983).  With the 
change in sentencing, the largest growth of incarceration rates in jails and prisons began (Figure 
2.1). The ushering out of rehabilitation and introduction of incapacitation began with a political 
and public shift in the ideology of prison reform. This shift in ideology had a major impact on 
punishment in the U.S as the incarceration and punitive conditions of prison began to rapidly 
change. As Rothman writes, “The distaste for rehabilitation has also contributed to making 
prisons human warehouses” (Rothman, 2003, p.407).  
Nixon began the “get tough” movement that remained through Ford (1974-1977) and 
Carter (1977-1981) Administrations.  The salience of crime in presidential politics seemed to 
diminish, and neither the Ford nor Carter administrations spent time legislating on crime 
(Newell, 2013).  This changed with the Presidential election campaign of Carter and Reagan, as 
Reagan took a “tough on crime” platform that assisted him in defeating Carter.  This “tough on 
crime” posture was not absent of the undertones of racism that Nixon began.  Reagan’s famous 
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speeches referencing “welfare queens” was a reference to his “crime on the streets” policies that 
promised to interject the federal government further into the criminal justice system (Blake, 
2012).  Reagan squarely placed the blame of criminal behavior on the actor, mostly the black 
actor, dismissing any responsibility society had for the lack of an individual’s success in life. 
Reagan attributed the rise in crime to increased social welfare expenditures. He believed there 
was a need to remove the government from interfering in areas where it should not be, such as in 
the homes of the poverty- stricken (Newell, 2013).  Reagan’s administration found a way to 
show the exclusion of blacks was acceptable with the use of “crime control” language, as they 
were portrayed as the problems in our society.  
The objective in the second phase of sentencing (from the early-1980s through 1996) was 
to make sentences harsher for drug and violent offenders.  In the 1980s, the incarcerated 
population more than doubled in size across all three levels (jails, state, and federal prisons) 
(National Research Council, The Growth of Incarceration in the United States, 2014).  Some of 
the most dramatic sentencing changes began to occur in 1981 with the adoption of Washington is 
Sentencing Reform Act (WSRA).  The WSRA was in response to the states adoption of 
legislation that perceived rehabilitation-based sentencing as ineffective in reducing criminal 
behavior (Fallen, 1993).  Further, the purpose of this act was to give punishing policy control to 
the legislature, providing them the power of sentencing but also the oversight of the price tag of 
the inmate population and running of the prisons.  
President Reagan soon followed WSRA by creating some of the most punitive policies 
that would impact the U.S. incarceration rate to this point in history. The 1984 Crime Control 
Act (CCA) was a comprehensive package of crime measures that was passed by the U.S. 
Congress and put into law by President Reagan on October 12, 1984. There were many issues 
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addressed in the CCA, including the death penalty, bail, juvenile justice, drugs, and sentencing. 
Among the many things the CCA created was the U.S. Sentencing Commission and the adoption 
of the Sentencing Reform Act (SRA) of 1984.  The SRA included many policies but one of the 
harshest policies adopted was the elimination of parole for all federal crimes.  Anyone who 
committed a federal crime on or after November 1, 1987, would have to serve at least 85% of his 
or her sentence, known as truth-in-sentencing, as part of the mandatory minimum sentencing 
policy.  The truth-in-sentencing policy was tacked onto the mandatory minimums, which were 
developed in the late 1980s and early 1990s. This sentencing policy further took judge’s 
discretion away to consider sentencing for individual cases, ultimately resulting in the sentencing 
of many first time offenders to long periods of incarceration. The SRA confirmed the wide-
spread concern of the rehabilitation policies by calling into question indeterminate sentencing, 
which considered an individuals’ behavior while incarcerated. This type of sentencing gave 
incentive for individuals to strive for good behavior and positive programming while 
incarcerated. The adoption of determinate sentencing was designed to take away judicial 
discretion and increase the length of punishment. Determinate sentencing gave a set number 
months that coupled with the truth-in-sentencing policy, ensuring an individual would serve at 
least 85 percent of their time regardless of positive behavior while incarcerated.  
Shortly following the Crime Control Act, the 1986 Anti-Drug Abuse Act appropriated 
$1.7 billion to fight the drug crisis brought on by the explosion of crack cocaine and outlined 
some of the most controversial sentencing policies (i.e. mandatory minimums). The adoption of 
the mandatory sentencing policies impacted more than just offenders but other criminal justice 
actors like judges and prosecutors. Specifically, mandatory minimum sentencing policies 
removed the discretion from judges and also prosecutors by disregarding their ability to take into 
 32 
account the personal circumstances of the offender prior to the arrest. Mandatory minimum 
sentencing laws were adopted with the assumption they would have a deterrent effect on 
offenders and possible future offenders. Michael Tonry (2009) found evidence that the 
implementation of mandatory minimum laws has no significant deterrent effect; rather, these 
laws produced injustices resulting in wide unwarranted disparities. One part of the mandatory 
minimums that went under intense scrutiny for promoting racial disparities is the crack vs. 
powder cocaine sentencing policies. The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 designated 100 grams of 
cocaine as equivalent to one gram of crack. This designation targeted minorities in low-income 
neighborhoods where there was the most widespread use of crack cocaine. These mandatory 
penalties for crack cocaine offenses were the harshest ever adopted for low-level drug offenses 
(The Sentencing Project, State-Level Estimates of Felon Disenfranchisement in the U.S., 2010).  
The media used words like “crisis” and “epidemic,” fueling the public fear of crack 
cocaine and gaining continued support for the WOD.  This language created a “white fear” that 
led white individuals to believe the drug and crime epidemics would soon land on their own 
homes.  As the public looked to the government for control, catch phrases such as, “Just Say 
No,” which was used by Nancy Reagan at a press conference in 1984, gained support.  The 
campaign fueled public fear by portraying the impact drugs have on users by comparing a “brain 
on drugs” with an egg frying violently in a hot pan.  The anti-drug campaigns “Just Say No” and 
the Drug Abuse Resistance Education program specifically targeted white, middle class children 
with early intervention educational tactics attempting to deter them from drug behavior. During 
this same time, the explosion of crack cocaine in inner city neighborhoods prompted a moral 
panic among members of society from coast to coast.  
The last significant act adopted during the second phase of sentencing was President Bill 
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Clinton’s 1994 Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act.  This act appropriated $30 
billion towards an initiative that included the creation of “three strikes” mandatory life sentences 
for repeat offenders, money to hire 100,000 new police officers, $9.7 billion in funding for 
prisons, and an expansion of death penalty-eligible offences. The “Three Strikes and You’re 
Out” law was initiated by Washington State and later adopted by 23 states and the Federal 
Government. This law was created to take habitual offenders (with three or more qualifying 
felonies) off the streets with mandatory life sentences. The three strikes law was fueled by the 
media’s portrayal of increasing public fear and crime as a political issue. This law has increased 
the life sentences of offenders dramatically, particularly in California. California alone has 
applied this law to four times as many people (119.3 per 100,000 citizens) as all other Three 
Strikes states combined (6.7 per 100,000 citizens) (Justice Policy Institute, 2004, p.6). 
The third and final phase (the mid-1990s to 2013) was a period of “punitive drift” as no 
states attempted to create harsher punishment policies. This came at a time when states began to 
recognize the financial burden of maintaining a high incarceration rate was having on their 
economies. In fact, with recognition of an overloaded system, many states enacted new laws to 
make sentencing less rigid and severe, which resulted in a slight decline in incarceration rates 
(National Research Council, 2014).  
The Bureau of Justice Statistics has reported a decline of incarceration that began in the 
early 2000s as we begin to see the state systems change. Recognition of some of the policy 
changes and developments with examples of what a few states enacted, shows how the 
incarceration rate actually began to fall.1 The most common early developments were in the 
                                                1	  Please see the Sentencing Project year-by-year “State of Sentencing” at 
http://www.sentencingproject.org/issues/sentencing-policy/ for a more exhaustive list.	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establishment of oversight mechanisms for the criminal justice system through such avenues as 
legislation, executive orders, and other resolutions (i.e. South Carolina 2008: Establishment of 
the Sentencing Reform Commission). Many states focused their efforts on reducing drug charges 
such as decriminalizing marijuana (i.e., Maine 2008: Modified penalties for certain marijuana 
possession offenses and eliminated the possibility of jail time; and Arkansas 2007: Initiative 
declared marijuana enforcement lowest law enforcement priority).  Some states showed 
progression by supporting and developing rehabilitation programming into correctional facilities 
and/or communities (i.e., Vermont 2008: Expanded substance abuse programming for persons in 
prison and under community supervision and permitted a court to reduce probation sentences for 
persons making progress; West Virginia 2011: Increased sentencing reduction terms for program 
participation; and Mississippi 2009: Expanded credit for early release programs for participation 
in correctional education programs).  Other states redefined the guidelines of parole (i.e., 
Maryland 2007: House and Senate voted to restore parole for certain drug offenses; and 
Kentucky 2009: expanded parole eligibility for persons convicted of low-level felony offenses).  
While the states have made great reforms in their criminal justice systems, the broader 
picture of sentencing policy remains difficult to change. Many of the policies that led to mass 
incarceration in the U.S. remain statutory law – mandatory minimum sentencing, “truth-in-
sentencing,” and life without parole. It is becoming more evident that the punitive policy changes 
coupled with the WOD was a mistake that cost the states and federal government in many ways, 
including financially and socially. The Bush Jr. administration was the first to attempt to correct 
these mistakes, with the proposal of the Second Chance Act.  This act was an attempt to break 
the cycle of recidivism for formally incarcerated individuals. In his 2004 State of Union Address, 
President Bush acknowledged the need for a prisoner reentry initiative: “We know from long 
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experience that if inmates can’t find work, or a home, or help, they are much more likely to 
commit crime and return to prison” (H.R. 1593, 2007).  This recognition of the challenges with 
prisoner reentry and the impact on communities showed the ideological shift from incarceration.  
This was the first political recognition of failed punitive policies adopted over the last 30 years.   
The Obama administration also adopted many policies that began to reverse the punitive 
impact and change the tide of mass-incarceration the above laws enacted. In November 2010, 
President Obama signed the Fair Sentencing Act, which decreased the crack vs. cocaine 
imbalanced ratio of 100:1 to 18:1 (Zimmerman, 2014, p.159).  One of the most recent and 
influential acts that began the reversal of the punitive WOD policies was The Sentencing Reform 
and Corrections Act of 2015 (SRCA), which addresses some of the very policy adoptions that 
began the incarceration climb in the U.S.2 The SRCA reduces mandatory minimum sentencing 
by an average of 11 to 21 months and reduces federal “three strikes” penalty from life 
imprisonment to 25 years.  Under this act, judges may consider individuals on a case-by-case 
basis facing mandatory minimums and individuals still serving time under the old crack law are 
permitted to petition courts to have their sentences reduced in accordance with the reduced 
penalties.  Finally, the SRCA provides incentives and opportunities for federal prisoners to 
participate in rehabilitative programming.  
For the last 45 years, politics and incarceration mostly only merged when the discussion 
of “law and order” and the “tough on crime” policies were displayed for public view. The 
Obama administration took a different stance as they recognized the impact the failed WOD 
policies had on many communities, specifically minority communities. Barrack Obama was the 
first sitting president to visit a Federal Correctional Facility on July 16, 2015. President Obama 
                                                2	  The policy changes outlined in the SRCA are summarized in The Sentencing Project: 
Unlocking Justice (2015).	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began this visit with a series of “tweets” that showed the frustration over the expenditures used 
for incarceration: “We could eliminate tuition at every public college and university in America 
with the $80 billion we spend each year on incarceration” (President Obama, July 14, 2015). 
President Obama continued his recognition of the failed incarceration policies by using his 
clemency power more often than any other President since Truman (see Table 2.2).  
Figure 2.2: Obama’s legacy of clemency 
 
The Social Influences of Incarceration 
The social effects of mass-incarceration are staggering. The punitive sentencing policies 
have targeted low socio-economic status and minority individuals. The targeting of these 
populations was led some scholars to believe incarceration has become the “New Jim Crow,” 
with the extensive marginalization of minorities (Alexander, 2012).  More than 60% of the 
people in prison today are racial and ethnic minorities. The impact is even more astounding when 
you isolate black males in their thirties: one in every ten is in prison or jail (The Sentencing 
Project, 2012).  More African American adults are under correctional control today – in prison or 
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jail, on probation or parole – than were enslaved in 1850, a decade before the Civil War began 
(Alexander, 2012, p.48).  
The policies stemming from the War on Drugs are responsible for the incarceration of 
over two million people, two-thirds of whom are people of color. In some states in the U.S., 80 
to 90% of all drug offenders sent to prison are African American (Elsner, 2006). The WOD 
targeted street-level dealers who often came from poverty-stricken neighborhoods and homes. In 
some areas, the disproportionate arrests were very evident.  For example, African Americans 
make up only 2% of the population of Iowa but 20% of the their prison population and in 
Florida, African Americans make up approximately 15% of the population and 48% of the prison 
population (Elsner, 2006).  To put this in context today, African American males have a 32% 
likelihood of being incarcerated at some point during their lives compared to white males, a 
5.9% lifetime likelihood (Newell, 2013).  The depth of the racial injustice in incarceration is so 
prominent and well researched that it is beyond the scope of this dissertation. 
Another social disparity brought on directly from the punitive sentencing policies of the 
WOD is the mass-incarceration of women. Although the majority of individuals incarcerated in 
the U.S. are men, the number of incarcerated women increased by more than 700% between 
1980 and 2014.  Since 2010, the female jail population has been the fastest growing correctional 
population, increasing by an average annual rate of 3.4 percent per year (The Sentencing Project, 
August 2013).  Once the sentencing guidelines were adopted, the concept of allowing women, 
many of whom were single parents upon their incarceration, to stay out of prison and take care of 
their children became an unconsidered factor in their sentencing.  The impact of incarceration on 
women and their communities will be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter four.  
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These social issues often divide individuals down party lines. Politicians on the right 
want to keep the issue of crime hot by pointing out punctuating events, often glorified in the 
media, which influences public outcry for political support of public safety. “Prison admissions 
rise in response to Republican control of state legislatures, and when ‘tough on crime’ governors 
are in charge” (Skogan, 2008, p.623).  Beckett’s (1997) study found, that when holding both the 
crime rates and media attention to law and order constant, the pronouncement of national 
political officials was the most influential factor on the public’s fear of crime.  Although the 
issue of incarceration has largely been a state problem, the federal government was highly 
influential in creating the “get tough movement” by making the adoption of sentencing reforms 
mandatory for states to qualify for federal prison construction funds (Skogan, 2004).  This could 
relate to the common disconnect in policy between State and Federal government, “Correction 
policies vary widely across states due to varying degrees of participation in the get-tough 
movement and the diverse political, social, and economic environments” (Wooldredge, 2007, 
p.259).   
Failed Policy and Rehabilitation 
With the growing recognition of the policy failure of mass-incarceration (Holden, 2013), 
the United States is facing the release of minor drug offenders from prisons while also working 
to utilize alternatives to incarceration for these same types of offenders. This policy shift raises 
important policy questions that this dissertation aims to address. To start, are we preparing these 
individuals to make it upon their release? Even more challenging, released offenders’ records are 
not being wiped clean.  In fact, many ex-offenders are coming out of incarceration or the court 
system facing secondary (collateral) punishments that carry the same punitiveness that have the 
national average of nearly 80% of individuals recidivating within a decade after release 
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(Freeman, 2003).  Post-incarceration collateral punishments are additional penalties tied to a 
conviction that greatly impact an individual’s capacity to engage politically, economically, and 
socially upon their reentry to society (Uggen, Manza, and Thompson, 2006). Basic needs like 
housing, employment, driver’s licenses, etc. are denied or limited to many convicted felons upon 
their release. “Let’s be honest,” U.S. Attorney General Eric Holder told the American Bar 
Association in 2013, “some of the enforcement priorities that we have set have had a 
destabilizing effect on particular communities, largely poor and of color. And applied 
inappropriately, they are ultimately counterproductive”  (The Boston Globe, August 2013).   
If this shift towards releasing offenders and lowering the incarceration rate is building 
momentum, it is important to know if these offenders are prepared for re-entry and how these 
vastly different release policies vary from state to state. Assuming that prisons are not only a 
punishment mechanism but also a place of rehabilitation, a valuable question is what are 
correctional facilities doing to prepare individuals to re-enter society? Another pertinent question 
is; are correctional facilities equipped to handle the many different challenges inmates may be 
hindered by, such as mental illness and addiction? Chapter three will answer the aforementioned 
questions through an examination of state correctional facilities’ programming and the effect on 
recidivism rates.  
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CHAPTER 3 
Correctional Facility Programming  
Examination and Ranking of State Correctional Facility Rehabilitation Programming 
One of the most pivotal changes in the correctional system over the last 40 years has been 
the decline of the rehabilitative philosophy and a shift towards a more punitive criminal justice 
system (Garland, 2001). Continued increases in the U.S. prison population over the last several 
decades have not only led to an unprecedented incarceration rate, but also the release of large 
numbers of individuals from prison.  Ultimately, 93 percent of all offenders that go to prison will 
be released to re-enter society.  Approximately, 750,000 men and women will be released per 
year, likely less equipped to be successful in society then before their incarceration (Gideon, 
2011).  It should not be a surprise to learn that we have a corrections system that does not 
necessarily correct, as prisons became inmate warehouses that had little use and no budget for 
education or treatment programs.  Correctional facilities are expected to detain individuals who 
commit crimes, but also work to rehabilitate them and prepare them for re-entry back into 
society.  For the past several decades, the correctional system has emphasized the opportunity to 
use inmates as workers rather than focusing on the re-entry process, and little concern was placed 
on smoothing an offender’s transition to the community. 
With the average recidivism rate in the U.S. at 68 percent, it is clear that many offenders 
return to the same life situations that led to their initial incarceration.  The U.S. Bureau of Justice 
Statistics (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2005), reports that two-thirds of released prisoners are 
rearrested for at least one serious new crime, and more than half are re-incarcerated within three 
years of their release from prison. The two-thirds re-arrest rate has remained virtually unchanged 
since the first recidivism study (Cahalan & Parsons, 1986) was conducted more than 40 years 
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ago.  Also, former prisoners account for an estimated 15 to 20 percent of all arrests among adults 
(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2004).  Given that the majority of incarcerated individuals will one 
day be released, ensuring that correctional facilities have the ability to rehabilitate offenders is a 
public safety imperative (Galston & McElvein, 2016).  Rehabilitation programs can reduce 
recidivism if they incorporate evidenced based practices and programming that is targeted to 
specific offenders.  Research demonstrates that offenders who earn a high school equivalency 
diploma while incarcerated are more likely to get jobs, offenders who receive vocational skills 
training are more likely to get jobs and higher wages, and those who go through intensive drug 
treatment programs in prison are less likely to relapse upon release (Vacca, 2004, p.4).   
Implementing effective programming may positively impact recidivism rates by up to 20 percent 
(Pew Center, 2011).  To put this impact in concrete terms: about 495,000 of the 750,000 
prisoners who will be released this year are likely to be rearrested within three years.  Effective 
programs could reduce the number of repeat offenders by nearly 100,000 (The Pew Center, 
2004).  Connecting effective programming to improve services in the community may further 
reduce recidivism rates, i.e. transitional housing, drug treatment, etc. Disagreement within the 
literature regarding resources, programs, and programming efforts should be structured to ease 
transition into the community immediately following release from an institution (Wilson & 
Davis, 2006).  With the adoption of the WOD was the adoption of an incapacitated philosophy 
and the belief in rehabilitation was diminished.  
This Chapter includes a thorough description of programming available inside of 
correctional facilities.  It will also examine rehabilitation, the benefits and criticisms of it, and the 
use of recidivism rates to measure the success of it.  This chapter will build a program index by 
combining the different types of education and treatment programming offered inside of state 
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prisons into one index variable.  The program index (PI) variable reflects the extent to which 
each state correctional facility offers educational and treatment-based programs believed to aid in 
the rehabilitation process of offenders.  This Chapter will also examine what is considered to be 
successful programing proposed by the Serious and Violent Offender Re-entry Initiative 
(SVORI).  The SVORI program (designated by individuals released from prison) will be 
compared to the type of programming correctional facilities had reported offering in the 2005 
Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities survey.  The PI will be then placed in a 
rank order to show (1) the most programming state to (50) the least programming.  The states 
with the highest PI score will be compared against recidivism rates.  The chapter will attempt to 
answer the following research questions: 
1. Are correctional facilities offering, what is considered the most effective 
programming for individuals preparing for release from prison?  
2. Do the states with highest level of programming (1) have lower recidivism rates 
than the states with the lowest level of programming (50)?  
Rehabilitation 
The word “rehabilitation” has taken on many definitions when being used in tandem with 
incarceration and prisoner reentry.  The word rehabilitation as defined by the Merriam Webster 
dictionary is “to restore to a former capacity or state; reestablish the good name of; to restore or 
bring to a condition of health or useful and constructive activity”.  Rehabilitation has been 
associated with the programming of individuals incarcerated since recognition of the first jails in 
the U.S. (Walnut Street Jail).  By definition, rehabilitation makes an assumption that something 
or someone was once whole, prior to needing restored.  This assumption of “wholeness” of an 
individual incarcerated is a misled belief that individuals were once law-abiding, rational, 
individuals that now choose illegal behavior.  This belief is how rehabilitation originally gained 
support, with the assumption that individuals could be fixed.  The rehabilitation model has been 
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cycling in and out of practice in the U.S. for many decades but to no point prior has it been de-
prioritized more than in today’s society. 
From the 1950s to 1970s, the correctional model had a belief that trained experts could 
administer individualized treatment that would “diagnose” and “treat” the causes of criminality 
in the way that medical doctors were able to cure other forms of illness (Garland, 2001).  This 
medical model was referred to as the “rehabilitative ideal,” a correctional philosophy deeply 
rooted in the idea that prisoners could be reformed and returned to society as law-abiding 
citizens.  The rehabilitative ideal would be the paradigm for corrections indefinitely and prison 
reformers could construct prison environments and programs based on this belief (Garland 
2001).  Higher crimes rates through the 1960s and 1970s began to dramatically change this 
culture of the criminal justice system.  A shift toward a more punitive philosophy pushed the 
rehabilitative practices out and the incapacitation philosophy into action. 
The Decline of Rehabilitation 
One of the key deterrents for the support of rehabilitation in the mid – 1970s was the, 
“What works?” report (Robert Martinson, 1974).  Martinson reported that he identified a “radical 
flaw in our present strategies - that education at its best, or that psychotherapy at its best, cannot 
overcome, or even appreciably reduce, the powerful tendency for offenders to continue in 
criminal behavior” (p.49).  Martinson (1974) research reviewed 231 rehabilitation programs for 
outcome effectiveness, finding that “with few and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts 
that have been reported so far have had no appreciable effect on recidivism” (p.25).  He went on 
to pose a provocative question: “Do all of these studies lead us irrevocably to the conclusion that 
nothing works, that we haven’t the faintest clue about how to rehabilitate offenders and reduce 
recidivism?” (p.25). Skeptics of rehabilitation embraced the “nothing works” idea and used the 
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opportunity to justify abandoning this philosophy entirely in favor of a greater emphasis on 
incapacitation.  
Martinson (1974) admits to several flaws in his own study: the groups that are studied are 
high-risk individuals so it is difficult to say what ‘works’ for one individual compared to another.  
Also, there has been little attempt to replicate the Martinson study so therefore there is no 
certainty of reliability with the findings.  Martinson (1974) later admitted that behaviorally 
oriented programming was no included in his study and he recognized this as a weakness but 
regardless, still made his sweeping statement that ‘nothing works’ (Martinson, 1979).  He also 
recognized that behavioral oriented programs have shown some success in correctional settings 
with problem populations (Cullen & Gendreau, 2001; Gendreau & Ross, 1979). By 1979, 
Martinson acknowledged errors in the earlier reviews and that some studies show some   
programming actually does work. On the basis of the criticism of his article and his own 
acknowledgement of the flawed study, Martinson recanted the ‘nothing works’ statements made 
in his 1974 article (Martinson, 1979).  
Higher Education Reauthorization Act of 1994 as part of the 1993 Violent Crime Control 
and Law Enforcement Act, also negatively impacted the rehabilitation philosophy.  This Act 
designated prisoners no longer eligible to receive federal financial aid in the form of Pell Grants, 
even though only .82 – 1.2 percent of Pell Grants were used were used inside of prisons.  
President Bill Clinton put a stop to the use of the Pell Grant inside of prisons, ending a thirty-
year era of eligibility in the U.S (Mallory, 2015).  Elimination of access to the Pell Grant to 
prisoners negatively impacted incarcerated individuals throughout the system.  
Additionally, there was a growing consensus that the indeterminate mode of sentencing 
was “coddling” offenders and made their terms in prison not harsh enough.  The objective of 
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sentencing under the indeterminate model was to access the offender’s needs and intervene with 
appropriate remedies.  Parole boards decided when the inmates were ready to return to the 
community and, therefore, to be released (Seiter & Kadela, 2003).  The loss of indeterminate 
sentencing was a true testimony of the abolishment of the rehabilitation philosophy.  Losing 
parole took the incentive away for incarcerated individuals to program or attempt to achieve any 
education.  If their attempts to better themselves would not increase their likelihood of going 
home, what was the point?  Indeterminate sentencing gave incarcerated individuals a goal to 
work towards as well giving administration proof of the individual’s commitment to change.  
Ultimately the solution was three fold: “(1) abolish indeterminate sentences, (2) eliminate parole 
release, and (3) institute a system of determinate- or fixed/flat sentences” (Pratt, 2009, p. 21).  
With the loss of indeterminate sentencing, determinate sentencing brought individuals into prison 
with a set sentence, that regardless of what they did with their time, their sentence would not 
change.  With the incarceration rate growing at the insurmountable rate, it was inevitable the 
rehabilitation philosophy would suffer as the “law and order” punitive policies were adopted. 
Rehabilitation While Incarcerated 
“Prisons are often the forgotten element of the criminal 
justice system until things go badly. Catching the guy and 
prosecuting him is really important work, but if we don’t do 
anything with that individual after we’ve got him, then 
shame on us.” 
Minnesota Commissioner of Corrections Tom Roy, April 7, 2011 
(Pew Center, 2011 p.8). 
 
Since the incapacitation philosophy began with the adoption of WOD punitive policies, 
prisons have not been the ideal place for rehabilitation to occur.  The environment inside of 
prison is often considered hostile or challenging and is not the place where personal 
transformation is fostered.  Wynn (2001) argues that what prison has always done is give those 
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who already have problems many more, as most incarcerated offenders come from poor minority 
communities, and release with further obstacles to overcome giving them little hope for a 
successful future.  Prisons have rarely been fundamentally concerned with preparing inmates for 
release.  The primary goals of prisons have been to maintain order by using the allocated funds 
provided by the legislature (Austin, 2001).  Security first is the common mindset inside of 
correctional facilities, as it should be if the goal is to protect the public from dangerous 
individuals.  However, it is also important to note that incarcerated individuals who are in need 
of some form of treatment may not experience “corrective” treatment (i.e., drug treatment, 
mental instability, criminal mindset, etc.), due to the “punishment” environment in prisons.  This 
would directly depend on the correctional facilities ability to “correct” individuals in need of 
treatment.   
Recidivism Rates 
Prisons serve multiple purposes, including punishment for breaking the law, separating 
offenders from society, deterring the general population from committing crimes and 
discouraging incarcerated offenders from committing new crimes once they are released (Pew 
Center, 2011).  The last goal, avoiding future criminal conduct through deterrence and 
rehabilitation, is measured by the recidivism rate and has long been considered the leading 
indicator of correctional rehabilitation.  With almost 2000 people a day being released from 
prison, without relevant support services available, a growing recidivism rate may be inevitable.  
Utilized in this study is the “prison recidivism rate, which is the proportion of persons, released 
from prison that are rearrested, reconvicted or returned to custody within a specific time period” 
(Pew Center, 2011 p. 7).  Most research on individuals incarcerated examines recidivism or the 
failure to desist from crime.  Recidivism is usually identified through re-arrest, re-conviction, or 
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re-incarceration (Blumstein, Cohen, Roth, & Visher, 1986; Langan & Levin, 2002; Tracy & 
Kempf-Leonard, 1996).  
The Bureau of Justice Statistics in 1983 released a 62.5% re-arrest rate; by 1994 that 
same statistic increased to 67.5% (Bureau Justice Statistics, 1994).  The changes in recidivism 
rates varied little from 1994 to 20053.  Overall, 67.8% of the 404,638 state prisoners released in 
2005 in 30 states were arrested within 3 years of release, and 76.6% were arrested within 5 years 
of release (Bureau Justice Statistics, 2005).  Among prisoners released in 2005, 23 states with 
available data reported 49.7% had either a parole or probation violation or an arrest for a new 
offense within 3 years that led to re-incarceration, and 55.1% had a parole or probation violation 
or an arrest that led to imprisonment within 5 years (Durose, Cooper, & Snyder, 2014).  
Although the recidivism statistics are elevated, policy makers should exercise caution 
before accepting recidivism rates as evidence of success or failure among the exiting correctional 
population.  A low recidivism rate does not always reflect the use of effective programming and 
supervision strategies.  Policies that funnel low-risk offenders to prison instead to some type of 
alternative to incarceration, could misconstrue recidivism rates, as low risk and first time 
offenders are the least likely to re-offend (Pew Center, 2011).  Also, recidivism rates can be 
influenced by other social and economic factors such as community support, employment, and 
crime rate.  Knowing this, recidivism rates must include consideration of these broader factors 
and policies (Pew Center, 2011). 
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Best Practices of Rehabilitation 
Over the years there has been no “magic pill” of rehabilitation that has shown to be an 
overarching success with offenders.  Historically, there is nothing in time that remotely 
resembles where we are today with incarceration and where we have been over the last forty 
years with correctional policies.  In this mass-incarceration climate, programming has not been 
considered a priority, however most correctional facilities offer some form of programming.  
There have been some programs that have shown some success such as educational and 
vocational type programming, i.e. college programs, technical vocational programs, etc. In fact, a 
meta-analysis study conducted by Wilson, Gallagher, Coggeshall, and MacKenzie (1999), 
concluded that individuals who did participate in correction-based education, vocation, and work 
programs recidivated at a lower rate than non-participants.  
Over time, research has revealed a series of critical steps that can put offenders on a path 
to success: careful planning for release beginning at the time of prison admissions, creating a re-
entry plan, and a thorough screening to assess treatment and medial needs (Gideon, 2011).  Many 
facilities are using a model of assessment known as the risk-need-responsivity (RNR) model.  
This model uses risk assessment tools to assign individuals to the right program and treatment.  
The programs are behavioral in nature, utilizing a reward and punishment model, with a focus on 
higher-risk offenders (Andrews & Bonta, 1998).  There is also a heavy emphasis on cognitive 
behavioral and "social learning" skills that works to pull offenders away from their negative and 
antisocial attitudes.  
Education/vocational programming, drug treatment, therapeutic communities, and faith-
based programming most positively impact successful re-entry of individuals releasing from 
prison (Gideon, 2011).  These types of programming have also shown positive impact on 
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recidivism rates.  Offenders who participated in drug or alcohol treatment, community service, 
and employment programs had recidivism rates 10 to 20 percent below those of nonparticipating 
offenders (Pew Center, 2011). Specifically, in 2007, the Kansas State legislature funded a range 
of programs that involved education, drug treatment, and subsidized housing to help former 
inmates reintegrate back into society.  This approach appeared to work when the number of ex-
offenders returning to prison dropped by 16 percent between 2007 and 2009.  Soon thereafter the 
economic crisis and cutbacks came and unfortunately eliminated the program.  Recidivism rates 
quickly spiked and now Kansas is back where it was in 2007 prior to the implementation of the 
program (Pew Center, 2004).   
Research on rehabilitation-oriented programs is promising with treatment geared towards 
reducing drug use and criminal behavior.  Such programs are shown to be most effective when 
they begin while the offenders are incarcerated and continue upon release into the community 
(Pew Center, 2011).  Programs inside of prisons that have shown to be effective include skill 
training and work programs, but also when halfway houses have educational and work programs 
there is a significant impact on lowering recidivism rates (Bushway & Reuter 2001; Seiter & 
Kadela, 2003).  Many programs focused on prisoner reentry make claims of success but often do 
not account for the voices of those trying to re-enter society from prison.  One study that has not 
only considered the research on successful programming but also interviewed individuals soon 
releasing and released from prison, is the Serious and Violent Offender Re-entry Initiative 
(SVORI).  
Serious and Violent Offender Re-entry Initiative  
Prior research on the impact of prison programming and offender outcomes has led to an 
attempt to compile programming that is considered “good or best practices.”  The Serious and 
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Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) was a collaborative Federal effort that concentrated 
on improving criminal justice, employment, education, health, and housing outcomes of adult 
and juvenile high-risk offenders (Lattimore, P. K., Brumbaugh, S., Visher, C., Lindquist, C., 
Winterfield, L., Salas, M., and Zweig, J., 2004).  SVORI targeted serious and violent offenders 
who were more likely to pose a risk to the community upon release from incarceration and who 
faced multiple challenges during reentry.  Sixty-nine grantees at both state and local levels 
received a total of approximately $110 million to develop new or expand existing programs 
offering integrated supervision and reentry services to adults or juveniles leaving correctional 
facilities. 4  Re-entry efforts were funded through all 50 states and included 2,391 participants 
(337 were juveniles and will not be examined in this research; Lattimore, et. al., 2004).  These 69 
agencies were chosen to establish programming based on key categories that offenders expressed 
as needed for a successful reentry: transitional services, health services, employment, education, 
and skills services (Table 1).  These findings substantiate previous research that recognizes that 
offenders returning to their communities after serving time in prison comprise a population with 
extremely high needs (Lattimore & Visher, 2010).  
Table 3.1: SVORI: Expressed Needs of Respondents 
TRANSITION SERVICE HEALTH SERVICE EMPLOYMENT, EDUC, 
and SKILLS SERVICE 
Legal, Financial, public health, 
public financial assistance. 
Medical Treatment Job 
Mentoring Mental Health Treatment More Education 
Documents for Employment Substance Use Treatment Money Management Skills 
Place to live Group for Abuse Victims Life Skills 
Transportation Anger Management Services Work on Personal Relationships 
Drivers License  Change Criminal Thinking 
Clothes/Food bank   
Source: The Multi-site Evaluation of SVORI: Summary and Synthesis, 2009 
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The SVORI initiative agencies were to provide services that fell into a three-phase 
continuum beginning while offenders were still incarcerated, intensified in the months before 
and after their release from prison, and were continued for several years post-release. Local 
programs were encouraged to include a diagnostic and risk assessments to evaluate likelihood of 
re-offending, individualized re-entry plans, transition teams with links to community support 
programs and resources, and graduated levels of supervision and sanctions (Lattimore et al., 
2009).  Pre-release interviews were conducted with study participants approximately 30 days 
prior to release from prison.  Follow-up interviews were conducted at 3, 9, and 15 months post-
release.  The post-release interviews collected data on re-entry experiences, housing, 
employment, family and community integration, substance use, physical and mental health, 
supervision and criminal history, service needs, and service receipt.  The overall goals of SVORI 
include: 1. improving the quality of life and self-sufficiency of returning offenders through 
employment. 2. housing, family, and community involvement. 3. improving health by addressing 
substance use (sobriety and relapse prevention) as well as physical and mental health. 4. reducing 
criminality through supervision and monitoring noncompliance, re-arrest, and re-incarceration 
(Lattimore, et al., 2009).  
In 2004, National Institute of Justice awarded $10,127,061 to Research Triangle Institute 
International (RTI), who also partnered with the Urban Institute, to conduct an evaluation of 
SVORI across the 69-grantee sites.  Specifically, the purpose of the impact evaluation was to 
determine whether individuals who participated in the SVORI re-entry programming versus 
individuals who did not, had improved post-release.  The impact evaluation included 16 
programs (12 adult and 4 juvenile) located in 14 states: Colorado, Florida, Indiana, Iowa, 
Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Missouri, Nevada, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
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and Washington (Lattimore et al., 2009).  Sites were selected for the study based on a variety of 
factors, such as geographic targeting, availability of a comparison group, anticipated enrollment, 
and status of program implementation.  
The SVORI found that released prisoners face challenges such as: finding jobs, housing, 
staying sober, and avoiding high-risk persons and places. One key to successful re-entry is 
identifying these challenges and tailoring re-entry plans and services to address them, which is 
why the SVORI is the most informative research done; SVORI began discussing participants’ re-
entry 30 days prior to his or her release and up to 15 months after their release (Lattimore, et al., 
2009).  SVORI shows a clear and obvious challenge is employment upon re-entry.  Although 
many prisoners are working prior to incarceration, their education level, work experience, and 
skills are well below national averages for the general population (Andrews & Bonta, 1994).  
Despite evidence that vocational and educational programs are effective (Bushway & Reuter, 
2001), access to them is often limited in prisons, and availability has declined over the past 
decade (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).  Some of the expressed needs of the SVORI participants are 
services that would need to be obtained in the community after the offenders release from prison; 
while others (e.g., substance abuse treatment, anger management services, and education) may 
be more appropriately addressed while an individual is still incarcerated.  These services and 
rehabilitation programs that could be obtained while incarcerated are the basis of the 
examination in this chapter.  
The overall findings of the SVORI programming have not been as impactful as they had 
hoped, but positive outcomes have occurred.  At the three and 15-month post-release points, 
SVORI participants were more likely to report they were financially supporting themselves, have 
secured jobs that provided formal pay and benefits, and participants also reported less drug use 
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(Lattimore et al., 2009).  In regard to criminal behavior/recidivism, the only significant 
difference on self-reported recidivism measures was that SVORI participants were more likely to 
report compliance with the conditions of their supervision at 15 months.  Although the SVORI 
group had lower re-arrest rates then the non–SVORI group participants at all follow-up points, 
the SVORI participants were more likely to be re-incarcerated than non-SVORI participants 
(Lattimore, et al., 2004).  The study itself does not make any explanation for this but a plausible 
theory may be that once the SVORI participants were re-arrested, the courts offered less empathy 
considering their opportunity to be a participant in the SVORI re-entry program.  In general, 
services that were individually oriented including substance abuse treatment, cognitive-focused 
programs, and education (e.g., general equivalency diploma classes) may have the most 
beneficial effects on non-recidivism outcomes.  Research supports the finding that educational 
services were most consistently associated with positive outcomes (Bushway & Reuter, 2001; 
Seiter & Kadela, 2003). 
Educational Programming 
Since the 1990s, literature examining recidivism rates of state prisoners indicates 
incarcerated individuals who engage in educational programs and are given the opportunity to 
learn to read and write are much less likely to recidivate (Vacca, 2004).  Although there is a 
general consensus that education is an important component of rehabilitation, the question 
remains: how effective is it in helping to reduce recidivism and improve post-release 
employment outcomes?  On average, inmates who participated in correctional education 
programs had 43 percent lower likelihood of recidivating than non-participating inmates, which 
suggests correctional education is an effective strategy for reducing recidivism (Pew Center, 
2011).  Specifically, basic education, college, and skill training programs inside of prisons are 
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associated with reduced recidivism rates; graduates of employment training programs recidivate 
at lower rates than non-graduates, and they are more likely to perform better in the labor market 
(Wilson, Gallagher, & MacKenzie, 2000).  
In 1991, Clark investigated the success of inmates enrolled in 21 prison college level 
education programs.  This study generated data that answered the question whether completing a 
college degree while in prison reduced the likelihood that participants would return to prison 
following their release.  Clark found that inmates who earned a diploma returned to prison 
custody at a significantly lower rate (26.4%) than those inmates who did not earn a degree 
(44.6%) (Clark,1991).  Reporting on a Massachusetts recidivism study, James Gilligan (1998), a 
psychiatrist and former director of mental health for the Massachusetts prison system, reported 
that: 
“While several programs had worked, the most successful of all, and the 
only one that had been 100 percent effective in preventing recidivism, 
was the program that allowed inmates to receive a college degree while 
in prison.  Several hundred prisoners in Massachusetts had completed at 
least a bachelor’s degree while in prison over a 25-year period, and not 
one of them had been returned to prison for a new crime”. 
(James, Gilligan: The Chronicle, Oct. 16, 1998). 
 
Furthermore, Ohio statistics show that inmates graduating from college programs have a 
72 percent reduction in their state recidivism rate when compared with inmates not participating 
in any education program (Batiuk, 1997).  The argument for education in prisons is also a 
financial debate.  It is obvious, lower recidivism rates means less incarceration and more tax 
paying citizens in the community.  Unfortunately, education may not be an option for many 
releasing offenders if the correctional system cannot also address other obstacles (e.g., addiction, 
health issues, and mental illness).   
Prisoners are much more likely than the general population to have chronic medical and 
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addiction issues and they account for a significant portion of the total population infected with 
HIV or AIDS, hepatitis B and C, and tuberculosis (Hammett, Harmon, & Rhodes, 2002).  Many 
incarcerated individuals suffer from numerous medical and addiction concerns and these issues 
are not easily dealt with unless medical assistance or resources are available.  Many former 
inmates do not have outside resources to address medical issues, homelessness, financial 
stability, or the opportunity to further their education due to federal mandates against felons and 
school loans/grants (Lattimore, et al., 2004).   
Treatment Programs 
According to a 1997 national survey of state prisoners, 80% reported a history of drug 
use or alcohol abuse (Mumola, 1999).  Many offenders are struggling with issues of addiction at 
the time of their offense or just prior to the offense.  It is easily said that drugs have played a 
major role in the incarceration boom and the high rates of recidivism in the U.S.  Prisons do not 
often offer the type of environment where sobriety is fostered let alone the treatment needed to 
overcome addiction.  Although studies indicate that treatment can reduce drug use and criminal 
activity (Gaes, Flanagan, Motiuk, & Stewart, 1999), only 15-18% of substance-abusing inmates 
receive treatment or participate in other substance abuse programs after entering jail (La Vigne, 
Solomon, Beckman, & Dedel, 2006).  The clear link between substance abuse and crime has led 
society to question the availability of treatment as a way to reduce drug induced criminal 
behavior.  Drug offenses accounted for 53% of sentenced prisoners under federal jurisdiction in 
2007 and 20% of sentenced prisoners under state jurisdiction in 2005 (West & Sabol, 2009).  The 
availability of drug treatment inside of correctional facilities is clearly inadequate even though 
intensive, well-structured prison-based drug treatment has been shown to be effective in breaking 
the cycle of relapse (Mitchell, Wilson, & MacKenzie, 2007).  
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Up to 40% of mentally ill offenders are expected to enter the criminal justice system 
within their lifetime (Mentally Ill Offender Act, 2004).  The incarceration of thousands of 
mentally ill offenders is one of the most devastating turns to the correctional system in the past 
four decades.  Currently, the three largest psychiatric facilities in the U.S. are county jails: the 
Los Angeles County Jail in California, Cook County Jail in Chicago, and Riker’s Island Jail in 
New York City.  As of July 2005, more than half of all jail and prison inmates had a mental 
health problem (Lurigio & Swartz, 2006).  Prisons are standard in their practice to confine and 
secure which logically lessons human interaction and easily triggers higher levels of mental 
illness.  The lack of supportive care for the mentally ill in prisons contributes to higher rates of 
violence, suicide, victimization while incarcerated, and disciplinary infractions (Veysey & 
Bichler-Robertson, 2002).   
Theoretical Foundation 
Addiction and mental illness are only two of many individual medical ailments that 
offenders often suffer with.  Understanding how correctional facilities address these individual 
issues that assist in arrest and high recidivism rates is the basis for the creation of the 
Rehabilitation Index in this chapter.  This chapter examines rehabilitation as stated in the 2005 
Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (Table 3.2).  The theoretical basis for 
this research is the examination of programming inside of state correctional facilities and the 
quality of that research compared to the SVORI suggested programing.  I believe this research 
will find that correctional facilities are not offering or are limitedly offering the needed programs 
that offenders believe to be the most supportive of a successful reentry and lowering of state 
recidivism rates.   
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TABLE 3.2: Correctional Facilities: Provided work, education, and counseling programs for inmates. 
Inmate Work Programs Educational Programs Counseling Programs 
Facility Support Services Secondary Education or 
GED 
Life Skills and Community 
Adjustment 
Public Works Literacy 1st – 4th grade Drug/Alcohol Dependency 
Prison Industries 5th – 8th grade Employment 
Work Release Vocational Training Psychological or Psychiatric  
 Special Education HIV/AIDS 
 College Courses Parenting 
 English as a Second 
Language 
Sex Offender 
Source: Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities, 2005 
METHODS & DATA 
In this dissertation, I compare the components of a successful rehabilitative program as 
outlined by Serious and Violent Offender Re-entry Initiative (SVORI) with the 2005 census of 
State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities programs considered to be rehabilitative in nature 
(i.e., Education and Treatment programs).  This research fills a gap in the literature as it both 
reveals what types of programming correctional facilities are utilizing and examines if these 
programs are designed to be high quality and meeting the expressed needs of individuals being 
released from prison.  This research establishes the impact of programming inside of correctional 
facilities that may mediate or moderate the effects of punitive policies on reentry outcomes such 
as recidivism rates of offenders.   
Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities, 2005 
This census data is the seventh enumeration of state adult correctional institutions and the 
fourth of federal institutions (1974, 1979, 1984, 1990, 1995, 2000, and 2005) sponsored by the 
Bureau of Justice Statistics and conducted by the Bureau of the Census.  For each facility, 
information was provided on physical security, age, functions, capacity, court orders for specific 
conditions, one-day counts and average populations, race/ethnicity of inmates, inmate work 
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assignments, inmate deaths, special inmate counts, assaults, and incidents caused by inmates 
(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2008).  The Census data was collected using a survey whose 
respondents were facility administration.  Table 3.3 is a further explanation of the Inmate Work 
Programs, Educational Programming, and Counseling programming variables, including the 
number of facilities and the percentage of facilities offering programming.  
Table 3.3: Number of facilities and percentage practicing programming 
Number of correctional facilities 
under state or federal authority that 
provided work, educational, and 
counseling programs to inmates, 
December 30, 2005 
Number of 
Facilities 
with this program 
Percentage of all 
Facilities with this 
program 
Inmate Work Program   
Facility Support Services (V207) 1158 91.98% 
Public Works (V209) 651 51.71% 
Prison Industries (V206) 547 43.44% 
Work Release (V213) 203 16.12% 
   
Educational Programs   
Secondary Education or GED (V217) 1125 89.36% 
Literacy (V215) 1020 81.02% 
Vocational Training (V220) 857 68.07% 
Special Education (V218) 586 46.54% 
College Courses (V221) 552 43.84% 
English as a Second Language (V219) 559 44.4% 
Upper Basic Adult Education (V216) 1008 80.06% 
   
Counseling Programs    
Life Skills/Comm. Adjustment (V231) 1066 84.67% 
Drug Dependency (V225) 970 77.04% 
Alcohol Dependency (V226) 970 77.04% 
Employment (V230) 982 77.99% 
Psychological or Psychiatric (V227) 850 67.51% 
HIV/AIDS (V228) 757 60.13% 
Parenting  (V232) 647 51.39% 
Sex Offender  (V229) 545 43.29% 
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The Programming Index 
This chapter explains the creation of a programming index (PI), utilizing the categories: 
Educational Programs, and Counseling Programs (Table 2).5  The Inmate Work Program 
variables were excluded as part of the PI as they are considered “work” variables, they are not 
considered to be part of the rehabilitation programming in the 2005 Census of State and Federal 
Adult Correctional Facilities.  In turn, because I believe work ethics developed in prison to be 
valuable for a successful release, I have used the Inmate Work Variable as an Index for use in the 
PI state ranking as a “tiebreaker” when the states fell into the same PI ranking.  With the 
compilation of the Education and Counseling program variables, The PI variable is created.  The 
PI will be compared to the SVORI, and expressed needs of released offenders, to develop an 
understanding of programming available inside of these facilities. The PI will then be examined 
by facility and security level and aggregated up to the State level to create a ranking that comes 
from the ordinal measuring of rehabilitative data.  This ranking will be examined against state 
recidivism rankings (Pew Center, 2004), to establish a comparative analysis and relationship 
between state correctional facility programming and state recidivism rates.  The research 
question for this chapter is; are correctional facilities offering/providing the educational and 
treatment programming that has shown to be the most effective programming needed for 
released offenders returning to society?  
ANALYSIS & FINDINGS 
  
From a theoretical perspective, this work is vital for understanding the connections 
between programming offered inside of state correctional facilities and what is considered the 
most needed types of programming for successful prisoner re-entry.  Comparing the developed 
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index variables from the 2005 Facility Census to the SVORI programming will, reveal what 
correctional facilities are offering in relation to what is considered needed programming.  Table 
3.4 shows SVORI transitional service needs to the programs that are comparable from the 2005 
Facility Census data.  Table 3.4 also shows that correctional facilities are offering no transitional 
service programs that are comparable to the SVORI transitional service variables.  Some 
explanation of this may be a belief that transitional services should be handled in the community 
(halfway hours, parole/probation) and not inside of correctional facilities.  A limitation of the 
2005 Census data is its lack of measuring general practices of Counselors or the Case 
Management teams, and some of these categories (i.e., drivers license, birth certificate) may not 
necessarily be considered a part of a program.  
Table 3.4: Transitional Service SVORI Programs v. Correctional Facility Programming 
SVORI – Proposed 
Programming 
TRANSITION SERVICE 
Correctional Facility 
Programming (2005) 
Legal, Financial, public health, 
public financial assistance. 
None 
Mentoring None 
Documents for Employment None 
Place to live None 
Transportation None 
Drivers License None 
Clothes/Food Bank None 
 
Table 3.5 compares the SVORI Health Services, expressed needs of offenders, with the 
2005 Census data programming variables.  The Health Services programming categories of the 
SVORI are broad categories that could take in many different types of services.  The 2005 
Census data only lists HIV/AIDS, but does also designate other types of medical treatment; 
however, not all correctional facilities offer medical care to the inmate population while inside of 
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their facility.  The Mental Health treatment and Substance Use categories from the SVORI are 
matched with equivalent variables from the 2005 Census data.  The SVORI variables that are not 
matched with equal or equivalent variables are the “Group for Abuse Victims” and the “Anger 
Management.”  These programs are often practiced inside of correctional facilities as cognitive 
programming and taught in the educational department, even though the SVORI does not 
categorize them in the educational category.  
Table 3.5: Health Services SVORI Programs v. Correctional Facility Programming 
SVORI – Proposed 
Programming 
HEALTH SERVICE 
Correctional Facility 
Programming (2005) 
Medical Treatment HIV/AIDS 
Mental Health Treatment Psychological or Psychiatric 
Sex Offender 
 
Substance Use Treatment Drug/Alcohol Dependency 
Group for Abuse Victims None 
Anger Management Services None 
 
Table 3.6 compares the Employment, Educational, and Skills Services SVORI category 
to the 2005 Census educational variables.  The comparative categories show that correctional 
facilities offer several programs that fulfill the expressed needs of the SVORI Employment, 
Educational, and Skills Services programs.  The variables that were not fulfilled were the 
“Money Management Skills” and the “Change Criminal Thinking” variables.  Correctional 
facilities often offer these types of programs coupled with Life Skills, which is also counted into 
the educational category.  The Employment, Educational, and Skills Services categories of the 
SVORI study are best matched with the programming offered in the 2005 Census data.  
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Table 3.6: Employment, Educational, and Skills Services v. Correctional Facility Programming 
SVORI – Proposed 
Programming 
EMPLOY, EDUC, and 
SKILLS SERVICE 
Correctional Facility 
Programming (2005) 
Job Public Works, Prison 
Industries, Work Release, 
Employment, Vocational 
Training 
More Education Literacy 1st – 8th grade 
Secondary Education, GED, 
Vocational Training, 
English, Special Education, 
College Courses 
Money Management Skills  
Life Skills Life Skills and Community 
Adjustment 
Work on Personal Relationships Parenting 
Change Criminal Thinking  
 
 Ranking of States based on Programming Index 
 This chapter not only creates the Programming index, but also develops a state ranking 
based on the PI measure (Table 3.7).  As several studies have ranked states based on differing 
punitive measurements (Legal Action Center, 2004; Kutateladze, 2009; Woolredge, 2007), the PI 
will be the first ranking focusing on prisoner programming offered inside of state correctional 
facilities.  The PI ranking is developed from the count of education and counseling programs 
(N=15) stated to be offered in the 2005 Correctional Facility Census data.  The Inmate Work 
Index was used to differentiate states that scored the same on the PI ranking.  I then compared 
this state ranking to the Pew Center 2004, State of Recidivism study.  The Pew Center, in 
collaboration with the Association of State Correctional Administrators (ASCA), undertook a 
comprehensive survey aimed at producing the first state-by-state look at recidivism rates. The 
Pew/ASCA survey asked states to report three-year return- to-prison rates for all inmates 
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released from their prison systems in 1999 and 2004.  For the purpose of this research, I will only 
be utilizing the 2004 recidivism rates from the Pew Center State of Recidivism study   
Table 3.7 Programming Index State	  (DC	  not	  included)	   Index	  Value	  (summed	  averages	  for	  educ	  and	  treatment	  variables)	   Ranking	  (most	  number	  of	  average	  educ	  and	  treatment	  services	  per	  facilities)	   Facilities	  per	  state	   NOTES:	  HI	   15	   1	   8	   	  NM	   13.75	   2	   8	   	  PA	   13.667	   3	   33	   	  WV	   13.417	   4	   12	   	  CT	   13.211	   5	   19	   	  LA	   13.067	   6	   15	   	  AZ	   13	   7	   14	   	  SD	   12.75	   8	   4	   	  UT	   12.5	   9	   2	   	  MN	   12.428	   10	   14	   	  NE	   12.4	   11	   5	   TIE:	  2.2	  	  	  WY	   12.4	   12	   5	   TIE:	  1.4	  	  OH	   12.363	   13	   30	   	  IN	   12.051	   14	   18	   	  KY	   11.909	   15	   22	   	  VA	   11.848	   16	   51	   	  MT	   11.66	   17	   3	   	  CA	   11.567	   18	   60	   	  TN	   11.533	   19	   15	   	  ME	   11.497	   20	   6	   	  NY	   11.316	   21	   60	   	  NJ	   11.315	   22	   19	   	  AR	   11.259	   23	   27	   	  MA	   11.08	   24	   13	   	  RI	   11	   25	   7	   	  CO	   10.941	   26	   34	   	  KS	   10.902	   27	   11	   	  ND	   10.75	   28	   4	   	  ID	   10.375	   29	   8	   	  SC	   10.231	   30	   26	   	  MO	   10.143	   31	   21	   	  MI	   10.116	   32	   52	   	  VT	   9.875	   33	   8	   	  OK	   9.782	   34	   33	   	  IL	   9.552	   35	   29	   	  DE	   9.375	   36	   8	   	  NC	   9.321	   37	   78	   	  OR	   8.993	   38	   11	   	  NV	   8.813	   39	   16	   	  IA	   8.8	   40	   10	   	  WI	   8.714	   41	   28	   	  MD	   8.238	   42	   21	   	  GA	   8.213	   43	   60	   	  AK	   8.177	   44	   17	   	  NH	   8	   45	   8	   	  TX	   7.789	   46	   128	   	  MS	   7.242	   47	   29	   	  FL	   7.207	   48	   106	   	  WA	   6.85	   49	   20	   	  AL	   6.619	   50	   21	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Table 3.8: Comparison of PI and 2004 Pew Center recidivism rates State	  	   Index	  	   Ranking	  	   Pew	  Center	  	  Recidivism	  Rates	  HI	   15	   1	   43%	  NM	   13.75	   2	   43.8%	  PA	   13.667	   3	   39.6%	  WV	   13.417	   4	   26.8%	  CT	   13.211	   5	   43.7%	  LA	   13.067	   6	   39.3%	  AZ	   13	   7	   35.1%	  SD	   12.75	   8	   45.5%	  UT	   12.5	   9	   53.7%	  MN	   12.428	   10	   61.2%	  NE	   12.4	   11	   32.3%	  WY	   12.4	   12	   24.8%	  OH	   12.363	   13	   39.6%	  IN	   12.051	   14	   37.8%	  KY	   11.909	   15	   41%	  VA	   11.848	   16	   28.3%	  MT	   11.66	   17	   42.1%	  CA	   11.567	   18	   57.8%	  TN	   11.533	   19	   46%	  ME	   11.497	   20	   42.2%	  NY	   11.316	   21	   39.9%	  NJ	   11.315	   22	   42.7%	  AR	   11.259	   23	   44.4%	  MA	   11.08	   24	   42.2%	  RI	   11	   25	   30.8%	  CO	   10.941	   26	   53.2%	  KS	   10.902	   27	   42.9%	  ND	   10.75	   28	   39.6%	  ID	   10.375	   29	   37.8%	  SC	   10.231	   30	   31.8%	  MO	   10.143	   31	   42.1%	  MI	   10.116	   32	   31%	  VT	   9.875	   33	   28.3%	  OK	   9.782	   34	   26.4%	  IL	   9.552	   35	   51.7%	  DE	   9.375	   36	   77.1%	  NC	   9.321	   37	   41.1%	  OR	   8.993	   38	   22.8%	  NV	   8.813	   39	   39.6%	  IA	   8.8	   40	   33.9%	  WI	   8.714	   41	   46%	  MD	   8.238	   42	   48.5%	  GA	   8.213	   43	   34.8%	  AK	   8.177	   44	   44.4%	  NH	   8	   45	   44.2%	  TX	   7.789	   46	   31.9%	  MS	   7.242	   47	   33.3%	  FL	   7.207	   48	   33.7%	  WA	   6.85	   49	   42.9%	  AL	   6.619	   50	   35.1%	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The Programming Index (Table 3.7) shows states that had the most programming ranking 
#1 with 15 possible programs to states with the lowest amount of programming ranking #50 with 
6.6 programs.  This table can be helpful for states to be able to visually understand where they 
stand in regards to programming compared to other states.  Table 3.8 includes the recidivism 
rates from the 2004 Pew Center study, revealing no clear connection between the PI ranking and 
the ranking of state recidivism rates.  The state with the highest recidivism rate (DE at 77.1% 
recidivism), is ranked 36 on the PI ranking, while the state with the lowest recidivism rate (OR 
22.8% recidivism rate) is ranked 38th on the PI ranking.  The ranking shows no clear significant 
impact on recidivism rates; this will be further explored in future chapters.  
Discussion  
The first research question: Is the types of programming state correctional facilities are 
offering, the most effective and necessary for individuals releasing from prison?  From the 
comparison of these programs, SVORI to 2005 Correctional Facility Census data, it is clear there 
are some categories that states are doing a thorough job at covering, (i.e., education) and other 
categories where they are showing no recorded programs to address this need (i.e., such as 
community transitional services).  I urge readers to be skeptical of the correctional facilities 
“claimed” programs as the Facility Census data only requires the programs to be “able” to be 
offered inside of the facility, not necessarily “if” and “how often” these programs are offered to 
the inmate population.  A method to find the “true” count of programming being offered inside 
of correctional facilities is necessary to obtain the best understanding of programming.  Based on 
the comparison of the SVORI program needs and the actual programs offered from the 2005 
Facility Census data, I would determine that facilities do not meet the program needs of released 
offenders.  
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The second research question: Do the states with the highest level of rehabilitation 
programming (1) have lower recidivism rates than the states with the lowest level of 
rehabilitation programming (50)?  It is clear in the final PI and recidivism table (Appendix D) 
that rehabilitation programming offered inside of correctional facilities does not directly impact 
recidivism rates.  This is to conclude that other factors must influence correctional facility 
programming.  Chapter 4 will examine policy/political, community, and facility variables that 
may influence the types of and amounts of correctional facility programming.   
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CHAPTER 4  
Predicting Rehabilitative Policies in Correctional Facilities 
INTRODUCTION 
 In this chapter, I address the following question: what predicts whether a state has a high 
or low rehabilitative index?  The newly created Programming Index (PI) from chapter three will 
be correlated with state policy, correctional facility conditions, and state fiscal and demographic 
variables. The PI is a measure of programming inside of correctional facilities, measuring 
educational and treatment/counseling programs.  This research is important as it will give 
explanation of what influences programming offered inside of correctional facilities and this will 
be further utilized in chapter five to build a comprehensive state punitive ranking. 
Programming Index 
The Programming Index (PI) is developed by utilizing variables that fit into the 
categories, “educational,” and “counseling,” from the 2005 State and Federal Correctional 
Facility Census.  These variables are combined to create the rehabilitative index that examines 
what rehabilitative programs correctional facilities across the U.S. offered to the incarcerated 
population, according to the 2005 Census data (see Table 4.1 for variables utilized).   
Table 4.1: Variables used to create the Rehabilitative Index 
Educational Programs Counseling Programs 
Secondary Education or 
GED 
Life Skills and Community 
Adjustment 
Literacy 1st – 4th grade Drug/Alcohol Dependency 
5th – 8th grade Employment 
Vocational Training Psychological or Psychiatric  
Special Education HIV/AIDS 
College Courses Parenting 
English as a Second 
Language 
Sex Offender 
Source: Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities, 2005 
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The 2005 Correctional Facility data consists of every state and federal correctional 
facility in the country, but for the purpose of this study, only the state data will be utilized.  This 
data set is not a sample, but consists of the entire state correctional inmate population in the 
country in 2004.  This is worth noting and will be particularly important when examining 
correlations and regressions in the current and proceeding chapter.    
The research in this chapter is important because programming inside of prisons is what 
puts the “correction” in the title of “correctional facilities.”  There is a deep-rooted assumption in 
society that prisons will keep us safe, all the while reforming the offender so they may become 
“legitimate” citizens (i.e. tax payers) upon their release.  The debate has often been whether 
prisons can be a place of reform when they are often considered “chaotic” environments.  Sadly 
enough, many social service programs in disadvantaged neighborhoods have left prisons as a 
“last resort” for social services such as remedial education, drug treatment, general counseling, 
and medical care (Wacquant, 2008).     
Rehabilitative programming has been a constant in prisons for many decades but there is 
no national policy that requires each state to have certain types of programming available inside 
their correctional facilities.  Most states mandate particular objectives and outcomes in their 
education programs for kindergarten through twelfth grade, recognizing that education is 
mandatory for self-reliance.  The lack of a standardized policy for education inside of 
correctional facilities leaves a great deal of room for states to provide only particular types of 
programming that may not be of value to the incarcerated population.  This chapter aims to 
discover factors that may be influencing the programming that correctional facilities offer their 
inmate population.  Key questions of concern here are: What allows some states to have more 
programming available to the incarcerated population than others? Does the environment inside 
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of the prison and/or outside in communities influence available programming inside of prison? Is 
it possible for the political climate to play a role in prison programming available to the 
incarcerated population?   
METHODS 
This chapter examines what impacts a correctional facilities’ programming (measured by 
the PI) by examining relationships between state demographics, policy, and correctional 
facilities.  Correlation models are utilized to determine the strength and direction of the variables 
when compared to each other.  Table 4.2 provides a full list of variables utilized in each of the 
three models.  
Table 4.2:  Independent Variables 
STATE	  POLICY AVG.	  CONDITIONS	  OF	  FACILITIES STATE	  CHARACTERISTICS 
RECIDIVISM CONDITIONS	  INSIDE PERCENT	  POVERTY 
POLITICAL	  AFFILIATION INCARCERATION	  RATE MEDIAN	  HOUSE	  INCOME 
POLITICAL	  IDEOLOGY AVG	  TIME	  SERVED UNEMPLOYMENT	  RATE 
SENTENCING	  TOUGHNESS COST	  PER	  INMATE %	  URBAN 
COLLATERAL	  PUNISHMENTS VIOLENT	  CRIME	  RATE INCARCERATION	  RATE 
INCARCERATION	  RATE  VIOLENT	  CRIME	  RATE 
VIOLENT	  CRIME	  RATE	     
 
Measures 
State Policies  
 Much research has examined the link between politics and incarceration, drawing 
correlations from party of presidency, race and gender of congressional members, to conspiracy 
of racial bias (Banks, 2005; Ewald, 2009; Garland, 2001; Huggins, 2005).  This chapter 
examines whether policy factors such as political ideology, recidivism rate, incarceration rate, 
violent crime rate, sentencing toughness, states’ party affiliation, and collateral punishment 
policies influence programming inside of prison facilities.  These independent variables will be 
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used to attempt to explain if state policy or factors that influence state policy impact the 
rehabilitation programming inside of correctional facilities.  Next, it is important to clarify the 
origins of the multiple index variables that were developed by other scholars in the field.  
Recidivism Rates 
Recidivism rates have long been the measure of success or failure of individuals after 
releasing from prison. A discussion of recidivism rates was covered previously in Chapter two 
and will again be discussed in Chapter five.  For this chapter, recidivism rates are considered a 
measure categorized with policy, as these rates are often utilized to examine punitiveness or 
programming success.  For this study, recidivism rates are only utilized as an independent 
variable and will be ranked, with “one” being equivalent to the state with lowest recidivism rate 
and “50” denoting the state with highest recidivism rate.   
Political Ideology (V. Gray, 2011) 
The policy liberalism index comes from the Virginia Gray study, The Socioeconomic and 
Political Context of States (2011).  This political ideology measurement was based on five policy 
indicators measured between 2007 and 2011: gun control policies (coded from strictest to most 
liberal), abortion laws (coded from most facilitative to most restrictive), conditions for receiving 
benefits under Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), and tax progressivity.6  Tax 
progressivity is related to unionization, including whether a state has laws that facilitate 
collective bargaining or whether it has a “right-to-work” law that impedes unionization (Gray, 
2011).7  The political ideology variable is important to examine in relation to rehabilitation 
because political conservatism has been shown to have a factor in important measures such as 
                                                6	  Tax	  progressivity	  is	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  the	  tax	  burden	  falls	  on	  the	  top	  five	  percent	  of	  earners	  as	  compared	  with	  the	  lowest	  40	  percent.	  7	  	  Gray	  combined	  these	  variables	  to	  create	  a	  state	  ranking	  with	  1	  being	  the	  most	  liberal	  to	  50	  being	  the	  most	  conservative	  state.	  Please	  see	  Appendix	  4-­‐1	  for	  ranking.	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incarceration rate.  For instance, Yates and Fording (2005) show more conservative political 
environments are correlated to increasing incarceration rates.   
Wooldredge: State Sentencing Policies (2007) 
A 2007 study conducted by John Wooldredge on state correctional policies examined the 
variations in states’ sentencing schemes based on whether states have truth-in-sentencing, parole, 
or mandatory or voluntary sentencing guidelines and also when these policies were adopted by 
the state.  The states are ranked by their policy liberalism (Gray, 2011) and by sentencing policy 
toughness (i.e., toughness index)8.  Wooldredge (2007) created the “toughness index,” which is a 
composite measure based on the states’ adoption of the above mentioned policies and also 
abolition of parole, minimum prison terms for up to six offender groups, harsher penalties for 
repeat offenders, and incarceration rates in state prisons.  Wooldredge’s (2007) study shows that 
states correctional policies are mostly influenced by two factors: the states’ sentencing 
philosophy and available resources for incarceration, which have been influenced by the states’ 
adoption of the “get tough” on crime movement.  
Collateral Punishment Barriers (Barriers to Re-entry, 2004) 
The State plays a key role in what issues felons may face once released back into the 
community.  States have adopted various versions or opted completely out of the federal policies 
that are in place when felons are released and these policies are referred to as “collateral 
punishments.”  Collateral punishments are a range of punishments that are nearly invisible to the 
public eye – the various legal restrictions that diminish the rights and privileges of those 
convicted of crimes (Travis, 2005). These collateral punishments play a key role in the ability of 
an offender to reintegrate back into society successfully.  The types of punishments include 
offenders being denied public housing, welfare benefits, and suspension of driver’s licenses, 
                                                8	  Please	  see	  Appendix	  4-­‐3	  for	  Wooldredge’s	  sentencing	  toughness	  ranking.	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child support, parental rights, education benefits, and deportation for non-American citizens 
(Mauer & Chesney-Lind, 2002).  
The After Prison: Roadblocks to Re-entry (2004) study was developed by the Legal 
Action Center to examine barriers to re-entry for releasing offenders.  The study is a 
comprehensive catalogue of each state’s legal barriers to employment, housing, benefits, voting, 
and access to criminal records, parenting, and driving.  The Legal Action Center compiled a 
Report Card that graded each state on whether its laws and policies help or hurt those seeking 
reentry.  States were assigned a maximum of ten points for each roadblock category; therefore, 
the fewer the points, the better the score (Legal Action Center, 2004).9 
Conditions of Facilities 
Correctional Facilities  
 Examining factors that could influence correctional facilities’ availability of 
programming is of key importance to this dissertation. There is little understanding of the 
environment inside of prisons from the average individual in society.  TV shows such as “Orange 
is the New Black,” “Prison Break,” or “Locked Up,” show chaos inside of correctional facilities.  
There is a common general societal notion that prison should “correct” and individuals should 
release from incarceration prepared to re-enter society.  Most of society views anything short of 
success as a personal choice of bad judgment by the individual.  However, the influence of the 
environment of prisons and how this influences an incarcerated individuals’ ability to be 
successful upon release should also be considered.  These particular independent measures are 
assessed to determine if conditions inside of prisons impact available programming.  
Conditions/Violence: Kutateladze (2009) 
                                                9	  Please	  see	  Appendix	  4-­‐4	  for	  the	  Roadblocks	  to	  Re-­‐entry	  (2004)	  report	  card	  of	  the	  states.	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  Determining conditions of confinement is difficult due to the lack of comprehensive 
data; therefore this type of research is limited to only data that is somewhat dated.  Kutateladze 
(2009) offers a look inside of prison life by examining the 2005 Correctional Facility Census 
data.  Kutateladze (2009) used variables such as the amount of money per inmates that each state 
spends on operating its prisons and supplying its prisoners with food and medical care, inmates’ 
deaths as a result of suicide and homicide, inmate-on-inmate and staff-on-inmate sexual 
violence, prison over-crowding, and lawsuits filed against agencies or prison personnel.  
 In Kutateladze’s conditions variable, there are also other variables considered such as 
incarceration rate, fiscal cost per inmate, average sentence served while incarcerated, and violent 
crime rate.  The incarceration rate and the violent crime rate are assumed predictors of the 
capacity and violence level of individuals incarcerated.  Kutateladze (2009) includes over-
crowding into his punitive measure of conditions, so including it again as a separate independent 
variable is unnecessary (See appendix 5.3).  
Fiscal Costs per Inmate 
As the incarceration rate has increased, it is obvious that states would need to spend more 
on supporting the expansion of their correctional facilities but just how much has been spent is 
staggering.  Between 1982 and 2001, total state corrections expenditures increased each year, 
rising from $15.0 billion to $53.5 billion in real dollars (U.S. Department of Justice, State 
Corrections Expenditures, FY 1982 – 2010: 2012).  In 2008, federal, state, and local 
governments spent nearly $75 billion in correctional spending. Correctional costs across the U.S. 
are borne by state and local governments, accounting for the financial struggles many states are 
encountering to maintain their high incarceration rate (Schmitt, John and Warner, Kriss. 
(November, 2010).  Between 1982 and 2010, spending on correctional institutions alone 
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represented the largest component of state corrections expenditures ranging from 73 percent to 
80 percent of total correctional funds (U.S. Department of Justice, State Corrections 
Expenditures, FY 1982 – 2010: 2012).  It is clear that spending has changed dramatically from 
1979 to 2005 but understanding how this change influences correctional facilities and their 
programming available to inmates, is the focus of this research. Despite	 the massive increase in 
corrections spending in many states, there has been little improvement in the performance	 of 
corrections systems. If more than four out of 10 adult American offenders still return to prison 
within three years of their release, the system designed to deter them from continued criminal 
behavior clearly is falling short (The Pew Center, State of Recidivism, 2011).  Correlating costs 
per inmate with the Rehabilitative Index will reveal if less funding allocated per prisoner reduces 
rehabilitation opportunities in correctional facilities10.   
State Characteristics 
Prior work has not considered the impact of the outside community or how it may 
influence what correctional facilities offer in regards to programming. To fully examine 
influences on programming, one must consider what happens upon release. Prison inmates are 
drawn from and return to a small number of neighborhoods and of the prisoners released in 1998, 
five states accounted for just under half of the 531,000 released (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).  This is 
a major factor as individuals are most often released to the same area in which they were 
arrested.  This is not only a disadvantage to affected communities but also releases the offenders 
from prison back into the same community in which they committed their original crime.  
State-Level Demographics 
The demographic factors under examination are: percent poverty, median household 
income, unemployment rate, percent urban area, and percent of population that is white (came 
                                                10	  Please	  see	  Appendix	  4-­‐2	  for	  listing	  of	  states	  and	  their	  fiscal	  spending	  per	  inmate.	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from the 2000 Census Bureau). Other variables also examined are incarceration rate (2005 
Census of State and Federal Correctional Facilities), and violent crime rate (Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, Criminal Victimization 2004).  These variables are utilized in this study to understand 
the demographics of the state and if these demographics show any impact on programming 
inside of this states prisons.  This chapter is important as it can provide an understanding of the 
state and influential factors that could play a role in rehabilitation inside of correctional facilities.   
ANALYSIS & FINDINGS 
Effect v. Significance 
For the understanding of the current and proceeding chapter, it is important at this point 
to discuss the effect size for sampling in the data. This research is unique as it examines the 
entire incarcerated population in state facilities in the year of 2004.  The Census of State and 
Federal Adult Correctional Facilities 2005, gathers data for all correctional facilities in the 
country at that particular time. For the purpose of this research, the data was narrowed to adult 
state correctional facilities and aggregated to the state level.  Measuring a full population versus 
a sample size removes the importance of significance and places the stronger inference on effect. 
Effect size quantifies the size of the difference between two groups, and may therefore be said to 
be a true measure of the significance of the difference (Coe, 2002).  In statistical jargon, the word 
'significance' is often used to mean 'statistical significance,' if p < 0.05 (i.e. below 5%) or p< 0.01 
(i.e. below 1%) the difference is taken to be large enough to be 'significant' and if not, then it is 
'not significant.' 
There is an ongoing debate about the meaning of the statistical p value when the sample 
equals the population.  In general, some scholars tend to reject point estimation (p value) and 
prefer to use confidence intervals (Gelman, 2012; Gelman & Stern, 2006).  Figueiredo Filho and 
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colleagues’ (2013), state that it is pointless to estimate the p value when you are dealing with 
population.   Hair et al. (2006) also state “when researching the entire population, making 
statistical inference is unnecessary, because any differences or relationship, however small, is 
true and does exist” (p.9).  When using a small sample size, such as in this study (n = 50), it is 
more important to focus on the size of the expected effects, instead of worrying about the 
significance of the difference. Cohen (1988) developed a measure, stating that a correlation 
coefficient of .10 is believed to represent a weak or small association; a correlation coefficient of 
.30 is considered a moderate correlation; and a correlation coefficient of .50 or larger is thought 
to represent a strong correlation.  
Hypothesis 1: Rehabilitative programming is influenced by conservative punitive policies.  
TABLE 4.3 Pearson Correlations: Programming & Policy Variables 
 
 1 
Program 
2 
Recidivism 
3 
Political 
Affil 
4 
Policy 
Conserv 
5 
Sent 
Tough 
6 
Collat 
Punish 
1. Program Index 1 -.063* .108 .156 .273* .170 
2. Recidivism  1 -.026 -.291* .270* .022 
3. Political 
Affiliation 
  1 .265* .150 .210 
4. Policy 
Conservatism 
   1 .130 .460* 
5. Sentencing 
Toughness 
    1 .223 
6. Collateral 
Punishment 
     1 
 
Table 4.3 shows a correlation table that examines relationships and direction related to 
programming and questions whether particular policy variables influence correctional facility 
programming.  Table 4.3 with the Programming Index as the dependent variable, the effect on 
recidivism shows a negative effect (-.063), which could be influenced by many factors including 
participation of incarcerated individuals in programming.  Knowing this research is from 
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2004/2005, at a time when incarceration was still going through dramatic changes from the start 
of the War on Drugs, participation of individuals in programming inside dropped dramatically. 
Recognizing that when examining the entire population, all effect is significant, the importance 
is showing as the PI increases, recidivism rates will fall (but the PI variable is coded 1 = most 
programming to 50 = least programming).  This negative relationship actually shows the 
opposite of what is posed.  This is a valuable finding with this model that will be further 
examined in Chapter 5.  Other findings of this model include a low to moderate effect with 
sentencing toughness and the PI (.273), and collateral punishments and policy conservatism 
showing a positive correlation that sentencing and collateral punishments are influenced by 
policy.  Although, policy conservatism is showing a (.156) low effect to the PI, it is showing a 
moderate effect to sentencing toughness (.273).  This research shows that H1 was not proven that 
the PI is influenced by policy, but recognizing the variables that are (sentencing and collateral 
punishment policies) does support that conservative policies do have an impact on correctional 
policies in genera.  This also will be further examined in chapter 5. I believe these findings 
support H1, as policy in sentencing and collateral punishment shows a moderate to strong effect 
on the PI. 
TABLE 4.4 Pearson Correlations: Programming & Conditions Inside 
 1 
Program 
2 
Condition 
3 
Incar 
Rate 
4 
Avg. 
Time 
Serv 
5 
Cost per 
Inmate 
6 
Violent 
Crime 
1. Program Index 1 .216 .245* -.032 -.100 .211 
2. Conditions  1 .063 -.032 -.322* -.067 
3. Incarceration Rate   1 -.079 -.518* .569* 
4. Average Time Served    1 -.042 -.040 
5. Cost per Inmate     1 -.218 
6. Violent Crime Rate      1 
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 Table 4.4, Programs and Conditions Inside, shows a low to moderate effect relating to the 
PI, with incarceration rates (.245) and violent crime rate (.211).  An interesting finding is the 
correlation with the PI and the incarceration rate, I would hypothesize that as a states’ 
incarceration rate goes up more of a need for programming is developed.  Also, there is a low 
negative effect that happens with cost per inmate (-.100) and the PI, showing as the PI goes up, 
the cost per inmate drops however slightly.  This is the opposite of what H2 predicts, although 
the incarceration rate and cost per inmate (-.518) are showing a strong effect, this effect goes in 
the direction in which it would likely be assumed, showing that as the incarceration rate goes up 
the cost per inmate goes down.  
The correlations in Table 4.4 also shows a low effect with conditions inside of prisons 
(.216), but also shows a moderate effect is conditions and cost per inmate (-.322) in a negative 
direction, showing as conditions of prisons get worse - cost per inmate goes down. Table 4.4 
does not support H2, that PI will have a negative relationship with conditions inside of prisons.  
The table does show a moderate to high effect with cost per inmate and conditions and 
incarceration rate. 
H3: State demographics have no impact on programming offered inside of state prisons. 
TABLE 4.5 Pearson Correlations: Programming & State Characteristics 
 1 
Program 
2 
% 
Poverty 
3 
Median 
Income 
4 
Unempl
-oyment 
5 
% 
Urban 
6 
% 
White 
7 
Incar 
Rate 
8 
Violent 
Crime 
1. Program Index 1 .022 .075 .098 -.068 -.022 .245 .211 
2. Percent Poverty  1 -.785 .393 -.355 -.199 .421 .276 
3. Median Income   1 -.026 -.670 -.226 -.086 .057 
4. Unemployment    1 .118 -.434 .408* .386* 
5. % Urban     1 -.418 .099 .346* 
6. % White      1 -.518* -.482* 
7. Incarceration 
Rate 
      1 .569* 
8. Violent Crime 
Rate 
       1 
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In Table 4.5 there is a great deal of effect showing in relation to social issues but the 
significance regarding this study shows the Programming Index only having a low effect on any 
state characteristic variables.  The strongest effect with the PI is incarceration rate (.245) and the 
violent crime rate (.211).  The variables showing the strongest effect and telling the best story are 
percent poverty and incarceration rate (.421), and unemployment rate and incarceration rate 
(.408), and percent white and incarceration rate (-.518).  In relation to the violent crime rate, 
unemployment (.386) and percent urban (.346) are both showing a moderate effect. This set of 
correlations does not show that state demographics have any effect in correctional facility 
programming but it is clear that state characteristics plays a role in incarceration rates.  Table 4.5 
does support H3, as the PI is showing low effect with state characteristics and is showing policy 
driven characteristics (unemployment and poverty) as having a moderate effect.  The outlier in 
this table is the percent white (-.518) and poverty (.421) having a moderate to strong effect to the 
incarceration rate, showing poor minorities having the highest incarceration rate.     
CONCLUSION 
 
In this chapter, I address the following question: what predicts whether a state has a high 
or low program index?  This chapter examined this by examining policy, facility, and state 
variables correlating with the PI.  The correlation tables show that incarceration rate and 
sentencing toughness has the highest effect on rehabilitation inside of correctional facilities.  
Policy clearly has a moderate effect on many of the other variables relating to incarceration but 
only sentencing shows to have a low to moderate effect on the PI.  This research also shows that 
facility conditions have a low to moderate effect on the PI, with state characteristics having the 
lowest effect.  The research does support that states with more conservative policies have harsher 
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punishment (sentencing), harsher conditions inside, and tougher reentry processes.  This research 
does fills a gap as it offers some explanation on what does and doesn’t impact programming 
inside of correctional facilities. This will be further examined in chapter five as some of these 
measures will be examined against recidivism rates to prove effect and impact.  
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CHAPTER 5 
From Sentencing to the Streets: Punitive State Rankings 
INTRODUCTION 
Many politicians use crime and incarceration as a platform in their political campaigns. 
The ideology around this political platform is very rigid, with a heavy punitive intolerance of 
criminals and little support for rehabilitation programs. Over the years, politicians have had a 
growing interest in correctional policy with an increasing concern about appearing ‘soft’ on 
crime.  As this increasing fear progressed, it became harder to continue funding and justifying 
prison programs that were considered rehabilitative (Jacobson, 2005).   
States also struggle with their inability to sustain their current incarceration rate due to 
unprecedented fiscal spending that is leading some states to re-consider their sentencing 
practices.  From 1983 to 2008, there was a 674% increase in states’ correctional spending 
(Henrichson, and Delaney, 2012: 2).  The proceeding fiscal crisis has made lawmakers re-think 
who was being incarcerated and their likelihood of recidivating after their release from prison.  
When examining the increase in incarceration and the recidivism rates in the United 
States, many factors must be considered including the changing sentencing laws and the punitive 
shift in the policies toward criminal behavior.  In this chapter, I create a ranking of punitiveness 
showing the effect of rehabilitation on particular points once an individual has entered the 
criminal justice system.   
For the sake of this study, the word “punitive” will be used specifically in discussion with 
the correctional system. Kutateladze’s (2009) definition of state punitiveness, “referring to the 
range of criminal justice policies that target suspects, defendants, convicts, inmates, and formerly 
incarcerated individuals” will be utilized (p.245).  It is generally well understood that the rate of 
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a government’s imprisonment is an effective gauge of its punitiveness (Greenberg and West, 
2001). This chapter specifically highlights sentencing, incarceration, and prisoner release, by 
examining the level of punitiveness and its influences on recidivism rates of the state. 
Rankings 
 In chapter three, data focusing on prisoner re-entry was utilized to create the first state 
ranking that was based on rehabilitation inside of correctional facilities.11 The programming 
index (PI) utilizes variables that fit into the categories “educational” and “counseling” from the 
2005 State and Federal Correctional Facility Census.  These variables are combined to create 
the PI that examines what rehabilitative programs correctional facilities across the U.S. offered 
to the incarcerated population, according to the 2005 Census data (see Table 5.1 for variables 
utilized).   
Table 5.1: Variables used to create the Programming Index 
 
Educational Programs Counseling Programs 
Secondary Education or 
GED 
Life Skills and Community 
Adjustment 
Literacy 1st – 4th grade Drug/Alcohol Dependency 
5th – 8th grade Employment 
Vocational Training Psychological or Psychiatric  
Special Education HIV/AIDS 
College Courses Parenting 
English as a Second 
Language 
Sex Offender 
Source: Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities, 2005 
The punitiveness of state policy has been a focus of research for decades. The studies 
applied in the current study focuses on severity of sentencing (Wooldredge, 2007), conditions of 
confinement (Kutateladze, 2009), the nature and extent of programming inside the prisons 
(Kirby, 2017), and the existence of collateral punishment policies that effect returning offenders 
                                                11	  Please	  see	  Appendix	  5.1	  for	  the	  Programming	  Index	  ranking.	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once released from prison (Legal Action Center, 2004).  This research is important as it fills a 
gap in the literature as it aids in the understanding of correctional policies and influences on 
recidivism rates in the United States.   
METHODS 
The state rankings will be developed into a Cumulative Ranking of States’ Punitiveness 
(CRSP) to provide a thorough state ranking of prisoner experience from sentencing and 
incarceration (conditions and programming) to barriers faced upon release.  With the dependent 
variable being recidivism rates, an examination and comparison of the rankings create a picture 
of each state and their punitive ranking from sentencing to release in the community. These 
studies combined expose points in an individuals arrest, incarceration, and release and reveals at 
which the state is the most punitive and possibly has the most impact on the likelihood of an 
individual recidivating.  Further analysis provides possible explanations for variations in state 
recidivism rates.  
The CRSP not only offers a picture of a state’s most punitive points but also contributes 
to the creation of a measure of effect on recidivism rates.  Linear regression models were used to 
determine if a particular point in the progression of sentencing to re-entering society has more 
effect on recidivism rates.  As discussed previously in chapter four but it is worth repeating, 
searching for significance when examining the entire population becomes irrelevant compared to 
the effect size.  The data utilized in this study is of all 50 states and is not a sample but an entire 
population.  When using a small sample size, such as the one in this study (n = 50), it is more 
important to focus on the size of the expected effects, instead of strictly focusing on the 
significance of the difference (Coe, 2002).   
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Measures/Variables 
Dependent Variable: Recidivism Rates (The Pew Center) 
Recidivism rates have long been considered the leading indicator of correctional 
rehabilitation and successful prisoner re-entry.  With an almost 2000 people per day being 
released from prison, a growing recidivism rate is possibly one of the most challenging obstacles 
of the criminal justice system.  For the purposes of this study, the prison recidivism rate is “the 
proportion of persons, released from prison that are rearrested, reconvicted or returned to custody 
within a specific time period” (Pew Center, The State of Recidivism, 2011: 7).  Recidivism is 
usually identified through re-arrest, re-conviction, or re-incarceration (Blumstein, Cohen, Roth, 
& Visher, 1986; Langan & Levin, 2002; Tracy & Kempf-Leonard, 1996).  
Table 5.2: Recidivism Rates and Ranking 
State	   Ranking	   Rate	   State	  	   Ranking	   Rate	  
Oregon	   1	   22.8	   Nebraska	  	   21	   41.1	  
Oklahoma	   2	   26.4	   Mississippi	   22	   42.1	  
Virginia	   3	   28	   Montana	   22	   42.1	  
Vermont	   4	   28.3	   Maine	   23	   42.2	  
North	  Carolina	   5	   29.1	   New	  Mexico	   24	   42.7	  
Rhode	  Island	   6	   30.8	   Kansas	   25	   42.9	  
Michigan	   7	   31	   Washington	   25	   42.9	  
South	  Carolina	   8	   31.8	   Hawaii	   26	   43	  
Texas	   9	   31.9	   Massachusetts	   26	   43	  
New	  Hampshire	   10	   32.3	   Connecticut	   27	   43.7	  
Missouri	   11	   33.3	   New	  York	   28	   43.8	  
Florida	   12	   33.7	   New	  Jersey	   29	   44.2	  
Idaho	   13	   33.9	   Alabama	  	   30	   44.4	  
Georgia	   14	   34.8	   Arizona	   30	   44.4	  
Alaska	   15	   35.1	   South	  Dakota	   31	   45.5	  
Arkansas	   15	   35.1	   Tennessee	   32	   46	  
Illinois	   16	   37.8	   Maryland	   33	   48.5	  
Iowa	   16	   37.8	   Indiana	   34	   51.7	  
Louisiana	   17	   39.3	   Colorado	   35	   53.2	  
Nevada	   18	   39.6	   Utah	   36	   53.7	  
Ohio	   18	   39.6	   California	   37	   57.8	  
Pennsylvania	   18	   39.6	   Minnesota	   38	   61.2	  
North	  Dakota	   19	   39.9	   Delaware	   39	   77.1	  
Kentucky	  	   20	   41	   	  
	   	   
As stated in chapter three, policy makers should be cautious before accepting recidivism 
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rates as evidence of success or failure.  This study makes no claims regarding personal behavior 
but is instead examining external influences of an individual recidivating.  Recognizing that 
many factors influence recidivism rates (i.e. social and economic factors such as community 
support, employment, and crime rate) is exactly the point of this research as we attempt to gain 
understanding of whether rehabilitation inside of prisons is effective.  Table 5.2 list states in 
order of recidivism ranking.  Some states shared the same recidivism rate, which created a 
ranking of 1 with the lowest recidivism rates and 39 being the highest recidivism rate.   
Table 5.3 Wooldredge State Ranking on Sentencing Toughness 
State	   Sentencing	  Toughness	  	   State	  
Sentencing	  
Toughness	  
Vermont	   1	   Maine	   25	  
Massachusetts	   2	   Colorado	   26	  
Wyoming	   3	   Michigan	   27	  
West	  Virginia	   4	   Connecticut	   28	  
Nebraska	  	   5	   Indiana	   29	  
New	  Hampshire	   6	   Louisiana	   30	  
South	  Dakota	   7	   Ohio	   31	  
New	  York	   8	   Alabama	  	   32	  
New	  Mexico	   9	   Oregon	   33	  
Iowa	   10	   Oklahoma	   34	  
North	  Dakota	   11	   Texas	   35	  
Hawaii	   12	   Mississippi	   36	  
Maryland	   13	   S	  Carolina	   37	  
Montana	   14	   Virginia	   38	  
Kentucky	  	   15	   Alaska	   39	  
Rhode	  Island	   16	   Missouri	   40	  
New	  Jersey	   17	   Pennsylvania	   41	  
Nevada	   18	   Washington	   42	  
Idaho	   19	   Georgia	   43	  
Utah	   20	   Minnesota	   44	  
Kansas	   21	   Illinois	   45	  
Arkansas	   22	   Delaware	   46	  
Wisconsin	   23	   Arizona	   47	  
Tennessee	   24	   N	  Carolina	   48	  
Maine	   25	   California	   49	  
Colorado	   26	   Florida	   50	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Independent Variable: Sentencing Toughness  
Woolredge’s (2007) “toughness index” was created to examine the variations in state 
sentencing through a ranking of each state based on their sentencing philosophy and policy 
liberalism. This toughness index is a composite measure based on the states’ adoption of 
mandatory minimums, truth in sentencing, abolition of parole, minimum prison terms for up to 
six offender groups, harsher penalties for repeat offenders, and incarceration rates in state 
prisons.  Table 5.3 is Wooldredge’s state rankings that list the states in order of sentencing 
toughness with 1 = least punitive state to 50 = most punitive.  The current study utilizes 
Wooldredge’s sentencing toughness index as an independent variable to show there is a clear 
trend harsher punishment and recidivism rates.  
Independent Variable: Conditions of Confinement 
Prison conditions can have a negative impact on the prosperity of the inmate populations 
success and mental/medical welfare.  Prison conditions can violate inmates’ Eighth Amendment 
rights if their “physical, mental, and emotional health and well-being” is threatened or if “a 
probability of recidivism and future incarceration” is created (Phillips, 1979, p.305). This 
analysis shows that the Supreme Court is willing, at least, to consider rehabilitative programs 
(which could decrease “obstructions to self- improvement” as well as the “probability of 
recidivism and future incarceration”) as one factor in deciding cases of cruel and unusual 
punishment (Phillips, 1979).  Rising prison populations has led to serious overcrowding, which 
limits the availability of resources and personnel in correctional facilities and decreases the 
ability of prison officials to provide appropriate care and services including programs 
(Kutateladze, 2009).   
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As briefly discussed in chapter four, Kutateladze’s (2009) comprehensive state punitive 
study used correlation with five indices – Political and Symbolic Punishment, Incarceration, 
Punishing Immorality, Conditions of Confinement, and Juvenile Justice (44 total measures).  
These variables were combined and the correlation scores were summed, finding a strong 
punitive ranking that is very comprehensive. For the purpose of this study, only Kutateladze’s 
“conditions inside” variable will be utilized.   
Table 5.4: Kutateladze Conditions Ranking 
State	  
Conditions	  of	  
Confinement	   State	  
Conditions	  of	  
Confinement	  
Maine	   1	   Wyoming	   26	  
Michigan	   2	   Hawaii	   27	  
Arizona	   3	   Kentucky	  	   28	  
West	  Virginia	   4	   Washington	   29	  
Alaska	   5	   Arkansas	   30	  
New	  Mexico	   6	   Connecticut	   31	  
Rhode	  Island	   7	   Delaware	   32	  
Pennsylvania	   8	   Indiana	   33	  
Florida	   9	   Kansas	   34	  
Minnesota	   10	   Mississippi	   35	  
North	  Dakota	   11	   Missouri	   36	  
Oklahoma	   12	   N	  Hampshire	   37	  
Tennessee	   13	   New	  York	   38	  
California	   14	   Colorado	   39	  
Nevada	   15	   Iowa	   40	  
Ohio	   16	   Vermont	   41	  
South	  Dakota	   17	   Alabama	  	   42	  
North	  Carolina	   18	   Maryland	   43	  
Georgia	   19	   Utah	   44	  
Nebraska	  	   20	   Louisiana	   45	  
New	  Jersey	   21	   Montana	   46	  
Oregon	   22	   Idaho	   47	  
South	  Carolina	   23	   Illinois	   48	  
Texas	   24	   Massachusetts	   49	  
Virginia	   25	   Wisconsin	   50	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Kutateladze’s (2009) state-by-state analysis utilized the most current data on prison 
overcrowding, the amount of money per inmate that each jurisdiction spends on operations and 
supplies (including food and medical care), inmates’ deaths as a result of suicide and homicide, 
inmate-on-inmate and staff-on-inmate sexual violence, and lawsuits filed against agencies or 
prison personnel.  Kutateladze took this information and created a ranking of least punitive 
conditions of confinement (1) to most punitive (50) (see Table 5.4).  
Table 5.5: Programming Index Ranking 
State	   Ranking	   State	   Ranking	  
Hawaii	   1	   Colorado	   26	  
New	  Mexico	   2	   Kansas	   27	  
Pennsylvania	   3	   North	  Dakota	   28	  
West	  Virginia	   4	   Idaho	   29	  
Connecticut	   5	   South	  Carolina	   30	  
Louisiana	   6	   Missouri	   31	  
Arizona	   7	   Michigan	   32	  
South	  Dakota	   8	   Vermont	   33	  
Utah	   9	   Oklahoma	   34	  
Minnesota	   10	   Illinois	   35	  
Nebraska	   11	   Delaware	   36	  
Wyoming	   12	   North	  Carolina	   37	  
Ohio	   13	   Oregon	   38	  
Indiana	   14	   Nevada	   39	  
Kentucky	   15	   Iowa	   40	  
Virginia	   16	   Wisconsin	   41	  
Montana	   17	   Maryland	   42	  
California	   18	   Georgia	   43	  
Tennessee	   19	   Alaska	   44	  
Maine	   20	   New	  Hampshire	   45	  
New	  York	   21	   Texas	   46	  
New	  Jersey	   22	   Mississippi	   47	  
Arkansas	   23	   Florida	   48	  
Massachusetts	   24	   Washington	   49	  
Rhode	  Island	   25	   Alabama	   50	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Independent Variable: Programming Index (PI) 
What is missing in these studies is a ranking on programming while incarcerated.  In 
chapter three, the PI was created and the states were placed in a programming ranking (see Table 
5.5).  The punitive measurements and the programming ranking combined may provide a more 
thorough explanation of state punitiveness that will be useful to state correctional policies.  This 
state programming index variable is ranked with (1) being the most education and treatment 
programs offered to (50) being the least amount of education and treatment programming offered 
inside of that states prisons. 
Table 5.6: Legal Action Center (2004) Roadblocks to Reentry  
New	  York	   10	   Connecticut	   31.5	  
Hawaii	   12	   Kansas	   32	  
California	   14	   Arkansas	   33	  
Maine	   15	   North	  Dakota	   33	  
Oregon	   16	   Florida	   33	  
New	  Hampshire	   16	   Montana	   33	  
Utah	   17	   North	  Carolina	   35	  
Vermont	   18	   Nebraska	   35	  
Michigan	   19	   Pennsylvania	   35	  
Ohio	   19.5	   Missouri	   36	  
Kentucky	   22	   Alaska	   36	  
Nevada	   22	   Texas	   36	  
Massachusetts	   22	   Maryland	   37	  
Illinois	   22.5	   Indiana	   37	  
Oklahoma	   23	   Mississippi	   37	  
New	  Mexico	   24	   Wyoming	   37	  
Rhode	  Island	   25	   Iowa	   38	  
Tennessee	   25	   South	  Dakota	   38	  
Washington	   25	   New	  Jersey	   39	  
Arizona	   26	   Alabama	   41	  
Idaho	   28	   Delaware	   41.5	  
Wisconsin	   28	   Virginia	   43	  
Louisiana	   30	   Georgia	   43	  
West	  Virginia	   31	   South	  Carolina	   47	  
Minnesota	   31	   Colorado	   48	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Independent Variable: Collateral Punishment Barriers  
The state plays a key role in what issues felons may face once released back into the 
community.  States have adopted a varied version or opted completely out of the federal policies 
that are in place when felons are released, referred to as “collateral punishments.”  Collateral 
punishments are a range of punishments that are nearly invisible to the public eye – the various 
legal restrictions that diminish the rights and privileges of those convicted of crimes (Travis, 
2005). These collateral punishments play a key role in the ability of an offender to successfully 
reintegrate back into society.  The types of punishments include “offenders being denied public 
housing, welfare benefits, suspension of driver’s license, child support, parental rights, education 
benefits, and deportation for non-American citizens (Mauer & Chesney-Lind, 2002, p.101). 
The Legal Action Center’s (2004) After Prison Roadblocks to Reentry study also utilized 
a state punitive ranking method that highlighted collateral punishment barriers and ranked the 
states based on their policies using a “report card” measurement.  This measurement assigned a 
number in ascending order 1-50, based on the amount of punitive collateral punishments 
implemented within that state.  The Legal Action Center ranking runs 10 – 48 instead of the 
standard 1 – 50 due to the amount of barriers each state adopted.  This study offers a 
comprehensive collection of each state’s legal barriers to employment, housing, benefits, voting, 
and access to criminal records, parenting, and driving as well as a grade for each state based on 
whether its laws and policies help or hurt those seeking reentry (see Table 5.6).   
Independent Variable: Political Ideology  
The policy liberalism index gleaned from the Virginia Gray (2011) study, The 
Socioeconomic and Political Context of States, 12 is a political ideology measurement based on 
five policy indicators measured between 2007 and 2011: gun control policies (coded from 
                                                12	  Please	  see	  Appendix	  4-­‐1	  for	  a	  listing	  of	  Gray’s	  Political	  Ideology	  Ranking	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strictest to loosest), a scale of abortion laws (coded from most facilitative to most restrictive), 
conditions for receiving benefits under Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), and 
tax progressivity.13  This political ideology ranking, where a score of 1 represents the most 
conservative correctional climate to a score of 50 indicating the most liberal, takes into 
consideration the states’ sentencing policies and prison management and procedures and explains 
them in terms of differences in ideology, legal practices, and state resources.   
FINDINGS 
Cumulative Ranking of States’ Punitiveness (CRSP) 
 This CRSP highlights states at sentencing, incarceration/programming, and re-entering 
society.  The studies of sentencing by Wooldredge (2007) and collateral punishment by the Legal 
Action Center (2004) should be considered “policy-” driven variables as they are examining 
policies that impact a state’s political climate (i.e. drug laws, gun laws, disenfranchisement, etc.).  
The “inside” variables, conditions (Kutateladze, 2009) and programming (Kirby, 2017), may not 
be considered policy-driven variables but more likely “socially-” recognized variables.  
However, the “inside” variables are very much related to policy as prison conditions and 
programming are often driven by the budget (Pew Center, State of Recidivism: The Revolving 
Door of America’s Prisons, 2011).  With this in mind, it is imperative to recognize that prisons 
and most everything that happens inside of prisons are shaped by the politics of the state.  
Chapter four highlighted the variables that influence programming inside of prisons and this 
chapter demonstrates that the most influential factors revolve around politics of the state and 
sentencing policies.    
                                                13	  Tax	  progressivity	  is	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  the	  tax	  burden	  falls	  on	  the	  top	  5	  percent	  of	  earners	  as	  compared	  with	  the	  lowest	  40	  percent.	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 The CRSP Ranking (Table 5.7) displays the states in alphabetical order with the rankings 
of each category: sentencing toughness, conditions inside of prison, programming index, 
collateral punishment, with each states recidivism rate.  Some of the interesting observations of 
this cumulative ranking is the lack of correlation between the variables and recidivism rates.   
For example, Arizona is 47th in the ranking for Sentencing Toughness, 3rd in the ranking 
for Conditions, and has a 44.4 percent recidivism rate.  An initial examination would show 
punitive sentencing practices in direct correlation with recidivism rates.  However, turning to the 
state of Maryland as an example, it ranks 13th in Sentencing Toughness but 45th in the ranking of 
recidivism, highlighting a lack of connection. The CSPR provides states with an understanding 
of where they fall along the lines of punitive ranking in the areas stated.  From this, states can 
consider this ranking in comparison with their recidivism rates as an informative measure that 
may assist in the recognition of what influences recidivism rates the most (i.e., sentencing, 
incarceration, or release policies).   
With the lack of any clear connection between the independent and dependent variable, it 
is necessary to take this analysis further.  Multi-linear regression analysis will determine if the 
independent variables have any effect on the dependent variable.  This study will utilize three 
multi-linear regression models examining, programming, and political ideology with the 
dependent variable, recidivism rates.  
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Model 1: Dependent (Recidivism) w/o Programming or Policy Ideology 
Table 5.7: Cumulative Ranking of States’ Punitiveness 
	  	   Sentencing	   Conditions	   PI	   Coll	  Punish	   Recidivism	  
Alabama	  	   32	   42	   50	   41	   44.4	  
Alaska	   39	   5	   44	   36	   35.1	  
Arizona	   47	   3	   7	   26	   44.4	  
Arkansas	   22	   30	   23	   33	   35.1	  
California	   49	   14	   18	   14	   57.8	  
Colorado	   26	   39	   26	   48	   53.2	  
Connecticut	   28	   31	   5	   31.5	   43.7	  
Delaware	   46	   32	   36	   41.5	   77.1	  
Florida	   50	   9	   48	   33	   33.7	  
Georgia	   43	   19	   43	   43	   34.8	  
Hawaii	   12	   27	   1	   12	   43	  
Idaho	   19	   47	   29	   28	   33.9	  
Illinois	   45	   48	   35	   22.5	   37.8	  
Indiana	   29	   33	   14	   37	   51.7	  
Iowa	   10	   40	   40	   38	   37.8	  
Kansas	   21	   34	   27	   32	   42.9	  
Kentucky	  	   15	   28	   15	   22	   41	  
Louisiana	   30	   45	   6	   30	   39.3	  
Maine	   25	   1	   20	   15	   42.2	  
Maryland	   13	   43	   42	   37	   48.5	  
Massachusetts	   2	   49	   24	   22	   43	  
Michigan	   27	   2	   32	   19	   31	  
Minnesota	   44	   10	   10	   31	   61.2	  
Mississippi	   36	   35	   47	   37	   42.1	  
Missouri	   40	   36	   31	   36	   33.3	  
Montana	   14	   46	   17	   33	   42.1	  
Nebraska	  	   5	   20	   11	   35	   41.1	  
Nevada	   18	   15	   39	   22	   39.6	  
New	  Hampshire	   6	   37	   45	   16	   32.3	  
New	  Jersey	   17	   21	   22	   39	   44.2	  
New	  Mexico	   9	   6	   2	   24	   42.7	  
New	  York	   8	   38	   21	   10	   43.8	  
North	  Carolina	   48	   18	   37	   35	   29.1	  
North	  Dakota	   11	   11	   28	   33	   39.9	  
Ohio	   31	   16	   13	   19.5	   39.6	  
Oklahoma	   34	   12	   34	   23	   26.4	  
Oregon	   33	   22	   38	   16	   22.8	  
Pennsylvania	   41	   8	   3	   35	   39.6	  
Rhode	  Island	   16	   7	   25	   25	   30.8	  
South	  Carolina	   37	   23	   30	   47	   31.8	  
South	  Dakota	   7	   17	   8	   38	   45.5	  
Tennessee	   24	   13	   19	   25	   46	  
Texas	   35	   24	   46	   36	   31.9	  
Utah	   20	   44	   9	   17	   53.7	  
Vermont	   1	   41	   33	   18	   28.3	  
Virginia	   38	   25	   16	   43	   28	  
Washington	   42	   29	   49	   25	   42.9	  
West	  Virginia	   4	   4	   4	   31	   46	  
Wisconsin	   23	   50	   41	   28	   26.8	  
Wyoming	   3	   26	   12	   37	   24.8	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Multi-Linear Regression Models 
Table 5.8 Model 1: Dependent Variable (Recidivism) w/o Rehabilitation or Policy Ideology 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
1 .421a .177 .084 9.6373 
 B Stand Beta 
Sentencing 
Toughness 
.220 .319 
Conditions 5.091 .261 
Collateral Punish -.052 -.049 
Incarceration Rate -.013 -.230 
Violent Crime Rate .014 .259 
 
A multi-linear regression analysis was performed with the dependent variable 
(recidivism) and the independent variables (sentencing toughness, conditions, collateral 
punishment, incarceration rate, and violent crime rate) using SPSS.  Model 1 regression revealed 
the R Square (.177) predicts 18 percent of variance in recidivism rates.  The beta value is a 
measure of how strongly each predictor variable influences the dependent variable.  The 
strongest Standard Beta of Model 1 is sentencing toughness, showing to have the strongest effect 
at (.319), with conditions having the next strongest effect (.261).   
Table 5.9 Model 2: Dependent (Recidivism) with Political Ideology and w/o Rehabilitation 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
1 .515a .266 .163 9.2095 
 B Stand Beta 
Sentencing 
Toughness 
.209 .303 
Conditions 4.608 .236 
Collateral Punish .097 .091 
Incarceration Rate -.007 -.119 
Violent Crime  Rate .011 .195 
Political Ideology -.241 -.349 
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Model 2: Dependent Variable (Recidivism) with Political Ideology and w/o Rehabilitation 
A multi-linear regression analysis was performed using SPSS with the dependent variable 
(recidivism) and the independent variables (sentencing toughness, conditions, collateral 
punishment, incarceration rate, violent crime rate, and political ideology).  Model 2 regression 
revealed the R Square (.266) predicts 27 percent of variance in recidivism rates.  The strongest 
Standard Beta of Model 3 is political ideology showing to have the strongest effect at (-.349), 
with sentencing toughness having the next strongest effect (.303) in a positive direction.   
Table 5.10: Model 3: Dependent (Recidivism) with Rehabilitation and Political Ideology 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
1 .581a .300 .228 8.8474 
 B Stand Beta 
Sentencing 
Toughness 
.243 .352 
Conditions 5.620 .288 
Collateral Punish .100 .094 
Incarceration Rate -.007 -.117 
Violent Crime  Rate .012 .216 
Rehabilitation Index -.140 -.327 
Political Ideology -.226 -.327 
 
Model 3: Dependent Variable (Recidivism) with Rehabilitation and Political Ideology 
A multi-linear regression analysis was performed using SPSS with the dependent variable 
(recidivism) and the independent variables (sentencing toughness, conditions, collateral 
punishment, incarceration rate, violent crime rate, rehabilitation index, and political ideology). 
Model 3 regression revealed the R Square (.300) predicts 30 percent of variance in recidivism 
rates. The strongest Standard Beta of Model 2 is political ideology (sentencing toughness, 
showing to have the strongest effect at (.352), with political ideology having the next strongest 
effect (-.327) in the inverse direction.   
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Discussion 
The multi-linear regression model tells an interesting story when measuring effect instead 
of significance.  Model 1: Dependent Variable (Recidivism) w/o Rehabilitation or Policy 
Ideology showed an 18 percent variance in recidivism rates.  What makes this very interesting is 
in Model 3: Dependent Variable (Recidivism) with Rehabilitation and Political Ideology shows a 
30 percent variance in recidivism rates.  When deducting the 18 percent variance from Model 1, 
from the 30 percent variance from Model 2: Dependent Variable (Recidivism) with Political 
Ideology and w/o Rehabilitation, findings reveal that political ideology and the rehabilitative 
index alone explains 12 percent of the variance in recidivism rates.  The inclusion of Model 2 
reveals a 27 percent of variance in recidivism rates.  The RI predicts three percent of the variance 
in recidivism rates when deducting Model 3’s variance (27 percent) from Model 2’s (30 percent) 
variance. 
The purpose of this study is to examine what influences recidivism rates when measured 
against sentencing toughness, conditions, rehabilitation, collateral punishment, violent crime 
rate, incarceration rate, and political ideology.  The initial ranking of the multiple studies that 
corresponds with the above listed measures, revealed interesting findings but is not fully able to 
offer any explanation of influence on recidivism rates.  The next step in the research was to 
perform a multi-linear regression with recidivism rates as the dependent variable.  As previously 
stated, the independent variables offered a possible measure of  before, during, and after 
incarceration based on punitive rankings.   
CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, this research makes a clear finding that policy and politics are the largest 
predictor of recidivism rates, which really isn’t a new finding.  What is ground breaking, 
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however, is the recognition that rehabilitation does directly impact recidivism rates.  For 
clarification, this is only rehabilitation that happens inside of prisons.  The belief that prisons are 
only for punishment and are not influential in the rehabilitation of individuals is proven in this 
research to be false.  States must take into consideration all aspects of the process an individual 
goes through when facing incarceration.  The punitive level of sentencing and the punitive 
policies individuals face after release do play a role in individual’s ability to be successful upon 
release from prison.  What can no longer be said is that prisons are not major factors in the 
process of rehabilitation.  The programming offered needs to be reevaluated and reprioritized. 
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Chapter 6 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
As the United States seems to be making strives to move away from an era of mass-
incarceration, there needs to be a consideration for the challenges of individuals releasing from 
prison.  It is important that we know if these individuals releasing are prepared for re-entry and 
how these vastly different release policies vary from state to state. Assuming that prisons are not 
only a punishment mechanism but also a place of rehabilitation, a valuable question to be 
addressed is what are correctional facilities doing to prepare individuals to re-enter society?  
The purpose of this study is to create a Programming Index (PI) to examine programming 
inside of prisons, to determine what influences programs inside of prisons and to analyze if this 
programming influences recidivism rates.  This study applies the PI to develop a state ranking 
that is coupled with several previously created rankings (sentencing toughness, conditions inside, 
and collateral punishments) to produce a Comprehensive Ranking of State Punitiveness (CRSP).  
Correlations, using measures categorized by policy, facility, and state characteristics, were 
performed to examine what influences the PI.  The PI and other significant variables were then 
measured using multi-linear regression to examine influence and effect on recidivism rates.  
There exists minimal research examining rehabilitation programming as comprehensively as this 
study does.  Not only does this study uncover the lack of programming in many states but also 
reveals the lack of quality programming across the country in state facilities. 
The Political is Personal; the Personal is Political 
This type of research is not only of interest to me but is also very personal.  I began the 
work of critically examining correctional policies 25 years ago when the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons took me into custody in October of 1992 importation of a controlled substance from a 
country thereof.  I personally have gone through every process of incarceration that this study 
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examines, from sentencing to release.  Yes, I committed crimes that resulted in my incarceration; 
therefore, you will never hear me complain about the sentence I was given to serve (6 ½ year 
split with 2 years 6 months in prison and 4 years on probation).  What did trigger my passion for 
this topic was watching so many (very young) individuals come to prison with shockingly long 
sentences, the lack of assistance while incarcerated, and the relentless obstacles that one had to 
endure when attempting to re-enter society.  I will walk through the discussion of this study with 
findings proven in the research but also with an understanding that comes from personal 
experience and ten years of going back inside of prisons as an educator, facilitator of educational 
programs, and motivational speaker.  
Programming Inside of Prisons 
The first two chapters of this dissertation provide a road map of the War On Drugs 
(WOD) and the development of the punitive state.  Within this road map is a description of how 
rehabilitation declined as the WOD policies came into full effect in the correctional system.  The 
creation of the RI was an attempt to better understand what programming is being offered inside 
of the state prisons and if these programs are effective for assisting with a successful re-entry.  
Applying the findings in the Serious and Violent Offender Re-entry Initiative, that provides an 
explanation on quality programming that is needed for a successful re-entry, it is clear that 
correctional facilities do not offer the programming needed (as discussed in Chapter three).  As 
stated in a previously, I heavily caution readers to be critical of the programming that facilities 
claim they are offering.  There is no determination of whether the programs facilities declare 
having are of true quality or are even being offered to the inmate population.   
In an attempt to examine what impacts a correctional facilities’ programs offered, models 
were created for measures of policy, facility, and state characteristics.  Using correlations, 
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measures of effect were developed, finding that sentencing toughness policies have the largest 
effect on the RI, in a positive direction with conservative state policies.  It is important to keep in 
mind the sentencing toughness measure was created by Wooldredge (2007) by grading states 
based on the adoption of policies considered punitive, many of which were policies developed 
from the WOD.  
Recidivism Rates 
When examining what influences recidivism rates, sentencing toughness is again shown 
to be the largest predictor.  As stated previously, the data used in this study is from a time period 
when states were beginning to feel the effects of the WOD policies, adopted by most states in the 
late 1990s and early 2000s (Wooldredge, 2007).  In this study, other measures shown to have a 
moderate effect on recidivism rates are the states incarceration rate and prison conditions.  The 
finding that was most disappointing however, was that rehabilitation offered inside of prisons is 
showing to have no positive effect on recidivism rates.  In the turmoil of negotiating this finding, 
it became clear that this finding actually tells a story of failed policies surrounding the rhetoric of 
rehabilitation and re-entry.  As stated in an earlier chapter, the abolishment of parole took the 
incentive out of programming for individuals while they were incarcerated.  Research conducted 
by Phelps (2011), shows a significant drop in participation in academic programming between 
1991 and 2004.   
With rehabilitation inside of prisons showing no effect on recidivism rates, I believe it is 
important to question the quality of programming offered in prisons.  This study shows the 
majority of state facilities offers significant (basic) education, but are severely lacking in 
transitional services for individuals while incarcerated.  In referencing my own personal release 
from prison, I was fortunate to have family that assisted me upon my release; this unfortunately 
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is not always the case for many.  Even with assistance and support, my lack of knowledge of 
what I was able to do and what I was not was terrifying.  The threat of re-incarceration was a 
constant lingering fear that I believe could have been at least partially addressed before my 
release from prison.  Collateral punishment policies are shown to have no effect on recidivism 
rates, but by personal account, I challenge this finding.  Without knowing before your release 
from prison what restrictions you face, outside of the normal parole/probation, an individual is 
walking into restricted behavior with no warnings.  Transitional services in prison are absolutely 
necessary for a successful release.  
Policy has a moderate effect on recidivism rates when using measures such as sentencing 
toughness.  Considering the literature states that conservative policies create a more punitive 
environment (Wooldredge, 2011), in this study however, political ideology has a moderate 
negative effect: as recidivism rates go up, the political ideology moves towards more liberal.  I 
believe this is a reflection of the fact that the data utilized for this study (i.e. the 2005 Census 
data) is from 2005, which must be considered in relation to that particular point in time.  In 2004, 
with a Republican President, the U. S. was still in the WOD and politics was driving the 
development of punitive policies to focus on the growing crime and drug problem.  Beckett 
(1997) found that when holding both crime rates and media attention to law and order constant, 
the pronouncement of national political officials was the most influential factor on the public’s 
fear of crime.  Research has also shown the increase in incarceration is disconnected from 
recorded criminal activity and is instead driven by politics (Ewald, 2009).  I do not believe that 
this finding of more liberal ideology supporting a higher recidivism rate is justifiable, but rather 
is a “snap shot” of the U.S. recidivism rates at that particular time (2004) in history. 
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Limitations of this study 
This study does have several limitations beginning with the datedness of the (2005) State 
and Federal Correctional Facility Census data.  The correctional facilities Census data has not 
been re-created since the year of 2005, creating a gap in the literature.  It was challenging to find 
other data that was in the same time frame of 2004 – 2007, therefore if more up-to-date data was 
available, more thorough research measures could have been utilized.  Also, this data is based on 
a self-report survey that was issued to administrators only and does not have any representative 
from incarcerated voices.  Allowing the representation of offenders to take part in surveys and 
research provides more than a one-sided view of incarceration.  This highlights another 
limitation of research that focuses on the incarcerated population, which is the lack of qualitative 
methods and interviews.  Almost all research examining prisons and the incarcerated population 
comes from quantitative data that is most often collected from government agencies such as the 
Bureau of Justice Statistics.  Further, research originating from independent agencies such as The 
Pew Center, Legal Action Center, The Sentencing Project, etc., is showing great promise without 
fearing repercussions from government agencies.   
Another limitation of this study is my personal inability to utilize the data that represents 
the Federal Bureau of Prisons.  Not only was I incarcerated in the Federal Bureau of Prisons, but 
I currently am the Inside Out Prison Exchange Program Federal Coordinator and work directly 
with the Administration of the Bureau of Prisons.  Although the data is available, I felt that it was 
in the best interest of future collaborations that I not make any generalizations or claims 
regarding the facilities in the Federal Bureau of Prisons.  
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Future Research 
There is a lot of room for future research surrounding this topic.  To begin, the 
Correctional Facility Census data needs to be updated and made current.  As stated previously, 
the inclusion of a mixed methods approach to this type of research would take the focus from not 
only the correctional facilities but also to the correctional populations.  It is uncommon to find 
correctional data that accounts for prison administration and individuals incarcerated or even 
previously incarcerated.  It is my personal incarceration experience that leads to many invitations 
to give my personal testimony to the prison population and Correctional staff.   
 Also, this study needs to be disaggregated to tease out security level and sex of 
individuals incarcerated.  The Census data can be broken down by each facility in every state, 
allowing for the designation of these above variables and facilities.  For the sake of this 
dissertation, it was best to aggregate the data to the state and examine programming from the 
state level instead of the facility level.  Specifically looking at programming in female facilities, 
the type of programming available is of dire importance as the overwhelming majority of women 
in prison are survivors of domestic violence and other interpersonal traumas. Three-quarters of 
incarcerated women have histories of severe physical abuse by an intimate partner during 
adulthood and 82% suffered serious physical or sexual abuse as children (Siegel and Bartollas, 
2011).  The programming offered inside of prisons requires attention towards the type of 
individuals in their population and addressing the differing needs they may have.   
Future research also needs to be considered for differing security levels of prisons.  
Lower security levels have the ability to offer programming/education based on differing 
conditions, such as connections to community resources like colleges and vocational 
programming.  Other issues surrounding lower security levels having access to programs is the 
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availability of staff in specialized positions and the lower incidents inside of the facility, keeping 
the inmates out of lockdowns (Gideon and Sung, 2011). How these many factors impact 
rehabilitation programming/education inside is an unexplored gap in the literature.  
Final Words… 
As stated earlier, addressing programming inside of correctional facilities is personal to 
me due to my own incarceration and the individuals that are still incarcerated that I work with.  I 
do a great deal of work inside of prisons and the voices of those incarcerated are much of what of 
drives my research, as I see how underrepresented and undervalued their voices are in general in 
society.  This research is important to all of us (including incarcerated and formerly incarcerated 
individuals) because politics have again been proven to drive correctional policy.  It is my hope 
and aim that this and future research can be used to clarify what states need to do to develop 
valuable programming to assist the releasing population.  
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APPENDIX: 
 
 
Appendix: Table 3.1P Prisoner Recidivism 
 
 
APPENDIX 3.2 Types of programs supported by the SVORI as reported in the National 
Portrait of SVORI (2004). 
 
Grantee Example of Reentry Courts 
The Indiana Department of Corrections operates a reentry court program. Upon release, 
participants are brought to Allen County Community Corrections (ACCC), given an in-
depth forensic and risk assessment, and put on electronic monitoring. The first Friday 
after release, they appear before the judge for the first reentry court hearing, where they 
are informed about the program. Two weeks later, they meet with the judge again and a 
reintegration plan is imposed by the court; adherence to this plan is a condition for 
continued freedom. The participant continues to appear before the court every 2 to 5 
weeks, depending on need, to review progress and to assess any problems that might 
arise. ACCC provides continual supervision and services for up to 2 years. A reentry 
team handles case management and makes recommendations to the judge. Throughout 
this process, the court provides oversight using a pre-established set of graduated 
sanctions and rewards. The reentry court offers an array of reintegration services for 
participant referral. The court also shares a strong relationship with the faith-based 
community—local pastors attend court hearings and offer mentoring services. (21) 
 
Grantee Example of Reentry Curriculum 
The Iowa Going Home Keys program is a 12-week in-prison course that SVORI clients 
returning to Des Moines participate in on a daily basis during the months just before 
release. The class covers computer skills, basic vocational training, employment issues, 
money management, family issues, substance abuse issues, and strategies for managing 
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leisure time. Course participants are introduced to the Des Moines area service network, 
which they can tap into for assistance upon release. Community service providers across 
a number of service domains (e.g., welfare-to-work, social security, child support 
enforcement, substance abuse, mental health) conduct presentations during the course so 
that prisoners can meet with them, increasing the likelihood that prisoners will seek out 
their support upon release. Course participants also have the opportunity to meet post-
release case managers from the Des Moines Area Community College and the dedicated 
parole officer assigned to all Keys clients (21) 
 
Grantee Examples of Video-Conferencing Use 
• The Maine Reentry Network provides video-conferencing so that offenders can meet 
with community-based organization staff prior to release, as well as match offenders to 
community mentors. Video- and tele-conferencing are also used to connect the reentry 
teams at each facility for overall program planning and service provision. 
• The Mississippi Juvenile Reentry program utilizes video-conferencing while the 
offenders are in prison so that they can meet with community service providers or family 
members. 
• The Washington Going Home program targets prisoners returning to three counties, two 
of which are in the Seattle area, and the third located in the far eastern part of the State 
(Spokane).Program participants are housed in four prison facilities across the 
State;however, many prisoners are held in the main facility in Walla Walla, which is 
located in the southern portion of the State, far away from any of the target 
counties.SVORI funds were used to introduce video-conferencing technology, which is 
allowing more frequent and effective meetings to occur across facilities and county-based 
reentry planning teams 22 
 
Grantee Example of Family Involvement 
The Oklahoma Office of Juvenile Affairs is implementing a Multi-systemic Therapy 
(MST) approach, which relies heavily on involvement of family members both while 
youth are in the facility and once they are released. In fact, a youth cannot participate in 
MST unless a designated family member or another significant adult also participates. 
The program staff work to address challenges and issues facing the whole family network 
as a way to ease the reintegration process and increase the potential success of the 
returning youth 22 
 
Grantee Example of Law Enforcement Involvement 
Law enforcement is a key player on the Kansas Department of Corrections SVORI team. 
A law enforcement representative meets with SVORI clients before they are released 
from prison. Clients learn about law enforcement’s role on their reentry team, and the 
officer discusses issues related to the neighborhood to which they are returning, including 
community expectations and available resources. Another purpose of this meeting is to 
give law enforcement a human side to diminish adversarial feelings prisoners may have 
toward police and to communicate support in the reentry process. A law enforcement 
representative sits on every community accountability panel—without voting rights—to 
communicate accountability to the offender and to celebrate successes 23 
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Grantee Example of Faith-Based Organization Involvement 
The Michigan Department of Corrections reentry program is supported by the strong 
involvement of a local faith-based organization, Wings of Faith. This organization 
provides case management for all reentry clients. As program participants enter the pre-
release facility in which they receive reentry programming, they are assigned to a Wings 
of Faith case manager. During the months prior to release, these case managers go into 
the participating facilities to conduct needs assessments and begin addressing barriers to 
success. After release, they continue to work closely with the parole officer assigned to 
participants. Although some agencies require that a service referral come from a parole 
officer, the Wings of Faith case managers provide the majority of service referrals (as 
well as needs assessments) for program participants. A notable feature of the program is 
that Wings of Faith and the parole officer are co-located in a one-stop center (The 
Samaritan Center) that also houses numerous local nonprofit service providers, 
facilitating more immediate access to services. Wings of Faith also do much of the public 
relations work and marketing for the program, which has helped promote community 
support 23 
 
Grantee Example of Community Accountability Panels 
The Kansas Department of Corrections has a very active community accountability panel. 
It includes representatives from a number of service providers in the Topeka area, as well 
as community members with an interest in assisting former prisoners; parole and law 
enforcement representatives serve as non-voting members. The panel greets the returning 
community member within 18 days of release to offer assistance and describe its role in 
the accountability process. The panel then meets with the former prisoner every 6 weeks. 
The intensive community case manager briefs the panel members about the person’s 
progress or concerns over the past 6 weeks, and then the group, along with the former 
prisoner, discusses how to proceed. The panel serves two functions: intervention and 
celebration. The intent is to provide a community network of support and recognition a 
former prisoner would not otherwise have 24 
 
Grantee Examples of CBO Involvement 
• The Maryland Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services has contracted 
with the Enterprise Foundation (a private, not-for-profit, community-building 
organization) to act as an intermediary to provide case management and advocacy for the 
Re-entry Partnership (REP) Initiative clients. Because more than half of Maryland’s 
prisoners return to a handful of neighborhoods in Baltimore, Enterprise contracts 
specifically with five CBOs, which then hire and supervise the case managers and 
advocates. The case managers do a pre-release assessment, develop a case plan for the 
prisoner, and continue to follow the released prisoner into the community. The 
community advocates are former prisoners who are hired to act as peer mentors to REP 
participants. 
• The Pennsylvania Department of Corrections has contracted with the largest CBO in 
Erie County—Greater Erie Community Action Committee— which has hired staff to 
provide case management. In this site, not only is the organization knowledgeable about 
the community, but it serves as a one-stop center for the other services it provides (e.g., 
drug treatment and vocational/employment services) 24 
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Grantee Example of Victim Involvement 
The Maine Department of Corrections routinely works with its victim witness program to 
ensure that the victim of the crime can provide input into the release planning for the 
person who committed the crime. Once prisoners are referred into the SVORI program, 
the victim witness advocates are notified that they are clients of the program. The victim 
witness advocate then informs the victim that the offender is part of a special reentry 
program, which is preparing the offender for release. The victim is informed about what 
the program entails and is encouraged to contact the victim witness advocate to provide 
feedback and share concerns about the particular offender’s return. If necessary, victim 
witness advocates also work with victims on safety planning issues to ensure that the 
victims are prepared for any type of circumstance. The victims become part of the reentry 
team, develop reintegration plans, and provide input on appropriate services and release 
conditions 25 
 
Grantee Examples of Involving Offenders in Peer Support 
• The Ohio Community-Oriented Reentry (CORE) program incorporates peer support into 
its program strategy. Several community agencies facilitate peer support partnerships 
between former prisoners and prisoners released through CORE. Once CORE participants 
complete their supervision requirements (1 year following release), they are offered the 
opportunity to join other former prisoners as members of the community reentry 
management team, which meets with and supports CORE participants. 
•  Over 7 years ago in Minnesota, female offenders who were being released from prison 
worked together to create an organization focusing on family and community. This 
organization, Faith-Based Call, provides employment, housing, and counseling services to 
newly released female offenders. It has since expanded to provide similar services to men 
and is now a partner in the Minnesota Department of Corrections SVORI program, 
providing a peer-support opportunity for the reentry program participants. 
• The Oklahoma Department of Corrections provides an opportunity for peer support 
through support groups. SVORI participants facilitate groups to provide one another with 
support networks to address their unique issues and needs as they go through the process 
of reentering the community 25 
Grantee Examples of Building Community Service Provider Networks 
• The Minnesota Department of Corrections SVORI program supports a Community 
Resource Developer, who is charged with developing a “preferred provider service 
network” of social service agencies that provide services to returning prisoners. The 
Community Resource Developer maintains an up-to-date list of over 70 local service 
providers, which is used by the Community Resource Coordinators, who provide case 
management to program participants. 
• In the Washington Going Home program, each participating county has a dedicated 
Community Advisor who coordinates and brokers services for Going Home participants. 
This function is distinct from case management services provided by Community Risk 
Management Specialists. 26 
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Grantee Example of the Use of Graduated Sanctions 
Nevada’s Going Home Prepared program has developed a set of intermediate sanctions 
used during the first year after release. Program participants receive 6 months of intensive 
parole supervision, as well as monthly progress reviews by the reentry court. Both the 
court and the parole officer can impose appropriate, graduated sanctions to address non-
compliance with program and parole-release requirements. The program has developed a 
system that places parole misconduct on a low-to-high continuum with four levels. For 
example, Level 1 of the misconduct scale consists of minor infractions such as non-
payment of fees, a missed or positive drug test, and failure to participate in community 
service. The corresponding response may be a verbal or written warning, a curfew, a 
writing assignment, or increased drug testing. On the other end of the scale, Level 4 
misconduct includes a new felony conviction, violent behavior, and indictment for 
violation offense. The response to these most serious transgressions may be a 
combination of Level 1–3 sanctions or revocation of parole. The reentry court also grants 
incentives to reward program participation and success, such as reducing the number of 
times participants have to meet with the parole officer, and increases in privileges. 26 
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 APPENDEX 3.3 Explanation of variables as in the Census of State and Federal 
Correctional Facilities in 2005.  
 
Facility support: such as office administration, food service and building maintenance—was the 
most common work activity in 74% of facilities. Public works (44%) assignments, 
including road and park maintenance, was the second most common work activity, 
followed by prison industries (31%). Among correctional facilities, 298 or 16% of 
facilities employed inmates in farming or related activities. Correctional facilities that 
employed inmates in farming or related activities included 51 institutions in Texas, 29 in 
Florida, and 29 in Virginia. Work assignments were not offered to inmates in 2% of 
public facilities and in 21% of private facilities. More than a quarter (28%) of 
correctional facilities had a work release program, which allowed inmates to work in the 
community unsupervised by facility staff during the day and to return to the facility in the 
evening. Approximately 25,000 inmates, or 2% of the total custody population, 
participated in the program. 
 
Educational programs: The most common educational program offered among all facilities was 
a secondary education or GED program (77%), followed by literacy training and lower 
basic adult education (67%), upper basic adult education (66%), and vocational training 
(52%). More than a third (37%) of all facilities offered special education programs for 
inmates with learning disabilities. More than a third (35%) of all facilities offered college 
courses, including 98% of all institutions operated by the Federal Bureau of Prisons, 86% 
of facilities in Rhode Island, and 80% in Hawaii. No college courses were reported to be 
offered at facilities in Pennsylvania or South Carolina. 
 
English as a second language: was taught in about 35% of all facilities, including 93% of 
institutions in Virginia and 90% in Hawaii. Study-release, a program that allows inmates 
to study in the community, was one of the least common educational programs. It was 
offered in 135 institutions or by 7% of all institutions nationwide, including 13 facilities 
in New Jersey and 11 in North Carolina. Nine percent of all facilities overall reported 
offering no formal educational programs to inmates, including 29% of institutions in 
Pennsylvania and 25% of institutions in Delaware. 
 
Counseling (Treatment) programs: Counseling and special programs were available to inmates 
in nearly all (97%) public institutions and in about three-quarters (74%) of private 
facilities. Life skills and community adjustment counseling—including personal finance 
and conflict resolution—were the most common counseling programs offered in more 
than three quarters (78%) of all facilities, followed by drug and alcohol dependence and 
awareness counseling (74%) and job seeking, interviewing, and related employment 
counseling (73%). Psychological or psychiatric counseling was available in 58% of 
facilities, HIV and AIDS programs in 55%, parenting and child rearing training in 48%, 
and sex offender counseling in 36%. Drug and alcohol dependence and awareness 
counseling was offered in all facilities in Hawaii and Wyoming, compared to 8% of 
institutions in Florida and 13% in Washington state. No counseling or special programs 
were available in 29 public and 11 private facilities. 
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APPENDIX 3.4 Index Variables  
A. Inmate Work Variable 
 State	   Inmate	  Index	  Value	  (average	  per	  facility)	   Ranking	  (most	  to	  least)	   Facilities/state	  SD	   3.25	   1	   4	  KS	   2.818	   2	   11	  MO	   2.809	   3	   21	  ME	   2.667	   4	   6	  TN	   2.6	   5	   15	  PA	   2.576	   6	   33	  AZ	   2.571	   7	   14	  HI	   2.5	   8	  (tie)	   8	  ID	   2.5	   8	  (tie)	   8	  IA	   2.5	   8	  (tie)	   10	  ND	   2.5	   8	  (tie)	   4	  NM	   2.5	   8	  (tie)	   8	  UT	   2.5	   8	  (tie)	   2	  LA	   2.467	   14	   15	  IN	   2.444	   15	   18	  MA	   2.385	   16	   13	  OR	   2.363	   17	   11	  WI	   2.357	   18	   28	  NJ	   2.316	   19	   19	  SC	   2.269	   20	   26	  OH	   2.267	   21	   30	  WV	   2.25	   22	   12	  MD	   2.238	   23	   21	  KY	   2.227	   24	   22	  OK	   2.212	   25	   33	  NE	   2.2	   26	   5	  NH	   2.125	   27	   8	  NC	   2.077	   28	   78	  FL	   2.076	   29	   106	  TX	   2.031	   30	   128	  GA	   2	   31	  (tie)	   60	  MN	   2	   31	  (tie)	   14	  RI	   2	   31	  (tie)	   7	  NV	   1.938	   34	   16	  WA	   1.9	   35	   20	  VA	   1.882	   36	   51	  NY	   1.817	   37	   60	  AK	   1.765	   38	   17	  CO	   1.735	   39	   34	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CA	   1.733	   40	   60	  MI	   1.712	   41	   52	  DE	   1.5	   42	  (tie)	   8	  VT	   1.5	   42	  (tie)	   8	  IL	   1.483	   44	   29	  AR	   1.444	   45	   27	  WY	   1.4	   46	   5	  MT	   1.333	   47	   3	  MS	   1.276	   48	   29	  CT	   1.211	   49	   19	  DC	   1	   50	   1	  AL	   .952	   51	   21	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APPENDIX 3.5  
B. Educational Index Variable 
 State	   Educational	  Index	  Value	  (average	  per	  facility)	   Ranking	  (most	  to	  least)	   Facilities/state	  HI	   7	   1	  (tie)	   8	  DC	   7	   1	  (tie)	   1	  UT	   6.5	   3	   2	  NM	   6.375	   4	   8	  WV	   6.167	   5	   12	  AZ	   6.071	   6	   14	  NE	   6	   7	   5	  VA	   5.843	   8	   51	  LA	   5.8	   9	   15	  MN	   5.714	   10	  (tie)	   14	  RI	   5.714	   10	  (tie)	   7	  PA	   5.667	   12	   33	  CT	   5.632	   13	   19	  IN	   5.44	   14	   18	  CO	   5.412	   15	   34	  CA	   5.4	   16	   60	  OH	   5.333	   17	   30	  KY	   5.318	   18	   22	  SD	   5.25	   19	   4	  NJ	   5.21	   20	   19	  WY	   5.2	   21	   5	  MA	   5.08	   22	   13	  NY	   4.983	   23	   60	  AR	   4.889	   24	   27	  ND	   4.75	   25	   4	  KS	   4.72	   26	   11	  TX	   4.695	   27	   128	  IA	   4.6	   28	   10	  IL	   4.586	   29	   29	  OK	   4.57	   30	   33	  SC	   4.5	   31	  (tie)	   26	  WA	   4.5	   31	  (tie)	   20	  TN	   4.4	   33	   15	  ID	   4.375	   34	  (tie)	   8	  VT	   4.375	   34	  (tie)	   8	  ME	   4.33	   36	  (tie)	   6	  MT	   4.33	   36	  (tie)	   3	  AK	   4.118	   38	   17	  NC	   4.103	   39	   78	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MI	   3.981	   40	   52	  NV	   3.938	   41	   16	  MD	   3.762	   42	   21	  WI	   3.75	   43	   28	  OR	   3.72	   44	   11	  GA	   3.63	   45	   60	  MO	   3.524	   46	   21	  MS	   3.276	   47	   29	  AL	   3.19	   48	   21	  DE	   3.125	   49	   8	  FL	   2.811	   50	   106	  NH	   2.75	   51	   8	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APPENDIX 3.6 
C. Treatment Index Variable State	   Treatment	  Index	  Value	  (average	  per	  facility)	   Ranking	  (most	  facilities/average	  to	  least)	   Facilities/state	  DC	   8	   1	  (tie)	   1	  PA	   8	   1	  (tie)	   33	  HI	   8	   1	  (tie)	   8	  CT	   7.579	   4	   19	  SD	   7.5	   5	   4	  NM	   7.375	   6	   8	  MT	   7.33	   7	   3	  LA	   7.267	   8	   15	  WV	   7.25	   9	   12	  WY	   7.2	   10	   5	  ME	   7.167	   11	   6	  TN	   7.133	   12	   15	  OH	   7.03	   13	   30	  AZ	   6.929	   14	   14	  MN	   6.714	   15	   14	  MO	   6.619	   16	   21	  IN	   6.611	   17	   18	  KY	   6.591	   18	   22	  NE	   6.4	   19	   5	  AR	   6.37	   20	   27	  NY	   6.333	   21	   60	  DE	   6.25	   22	   8	  KS	   6.182	   23	   11	  CA	   6.167	   24	   60	  MI	   6.135	   25	   52	  NJ	   6.105	   26	   19	  ND	   6	   27	  (tie)	   4	  UT	   6	   27	  (tie)	   2	  VA	   6	   27	  (tie)	   51	  ID	   6	   27	  (tie)	   8	  MA	   6	   27	  (tie)	   13	  SC	   5.731	   32	   26	  CO	   5.529	   33	   34	  VT	   5.5	   34	   8	  RI	   5.286	   35	   7	  OR	   5.273	   36	   11	  NH	   5.25	   37	   8	  NC	   5.218	   38	   78	  OK	   5.212	   39	   33	  IL	   4.966	   40	   29	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WI	   4.964	   41	   28	  NV	   4.875	   42	   16	  GA	   4.583	   43	   60	  MD	   4.476	   44	   21	  FL	   4.396	   45	   106	  IA	   4.2	   46	   10	  AK	   4.059	   47	   17	  MS	   3.966	   48	   29	  AL	   3.429	   49	   21	  TX	   3.094	   50	   128	  WA	   2.35	   51	   20	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APPENDIX 3.7:  
Comparison of RI and 2004 Pew Center recidivism rates 
 State	  (DC	  not	  included)	   Index	  Value	  (summed	  averages	  per	  facility	  for	  educational	  and	  treatment	  variables	  combined)	  
Ranking	  (most	  number	  of	  average	  educational	  and	  treatment	  services	  per	  facilities)	  
Pew	  Center	  36	  month	  Recidivism	  Rates	  
NOTES:	  
HI	   15	   1	   -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	   	  NM	   13.75	   2	   43.8%	   	  PA	   13.667	   3	   39.6%	   	  WV	   13.417	   4	   26.8%	   	  CT	   13.211	   5	   43.7%	   	  LA	   13.067	   6	   39.3%	   	  AZ	   13	   7	   35.1%	   	  SD	   12.75	   8	   45.5%	   	  UT	   12.5	   9	   53.7%	   	  MN	   12.428	   10	   61.2%	   	  NE	   12.4	   11	   32.3%	   TIE:	  2.2	  Inmate	  Avg.	  WY	   12.4	   12	   24.8%	   TIE:	  1.4	  Inmate	  Avg.	  OH	   12.363	   13	   39.6%	   	  IN	   12.051	   14	   37.8%	   	  KY	   11.909	   15	   41%	   	  VA	   11.848	   16	   28.3%	   	  MT	   11.66	   17	   42.1%	   	  CA	   11.567	   18	   57.8%	   	  TN	   11.533	   19	   -­‐-­‐-­‐	   	  ME	   11.497	   20	   -­‐-­‐-­‐	   	  NY	   11.316	   21	   39.9%	   	  NJ	   11.315	   22	   42.7%	   	  AR	   11.259	   23	   44.4%	   	  MA	   11.08	   24	   42.2%	   	  RI	   11	   25	   30.8%	   	  CO	   10.941	   26	   -­‐-­‐-­‐	   	  KS	   10.902	   27	   42.9%	   	  ND	   10.75	   28	   39.6%	   	  ID	   10.375	   29	   37.8%	   	  SC	   10.231	   30	   31.8%	   	  MO	   10.143	   31	   42.1%	   	  MI	   10.116	   32	   31%	   	  VT	   9.875	   33	   -­‐-­‐-­‐	   	  OK	   9.782	   34	   26.4%	   	  IL	   9.552	   35	   51.7%	   	  DE	   9.375	   36	   -­‐-­‐-­‐	   	  NC	   9.321	   37	   41.1%	   	  OR	   8.993	   38	   22.8%	   	  NV	   8.813	   39	   -­‐-­‐-­‐	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IA	   8.8	   40	   33.9%	   	  WI	   8.714	   41	   46%	   	  MD	   8.238	   42	   -­‐-­‐-­‐	   	  GA	   8.213	   43	   34.8%	   	  AK	   8.177	   44	   44.4%	   	  NH	   8	   45	   44.2%	   	  TX	   7.789	   46	   31.9%	   	  MS	   7.242	   47	   33.3%	   	  FL	   7.207	   48	   -­‐-­‐-­‐	   	  WA	   6.85	   49	   42.9%	   	  AL	   6.619	   50	   35.1%	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Appendix 4.1 Political Ideology Ranking (Gray, 2011). 
 
California 
 
1 
 
Ohio 
 
26 
Hawaii 
 
2 
 
Kentucky  
 
27 
New York 
 
3 
 
Colorado 
 
28 
Vermont 
 
4 
 
Nebraska  
 
29 
New Jersey 5 
 
Nevada 
 
30 
Connecticut 6 
 
Kansas 
 
31 
Oregon 
 
7 
 
South Carolina 32 
Massachusetts 8 
 
Indiana 
 
33 
Maine 
 
9 
 
Tennessee 34 
Rhode Island 10 
 
Arizona 
 
35 
Maryland 
 
11 
 
Louisiana 
 
36 
Montana 
 
12 
 
North Carolina 37 
Illinois 
 
13 
 
Virginia 
 
38 
Minnesota 14 
 
Utah 
 
39 
New Mexico 15 
 
Florida 
 
40 
Delaware 
 
16 
 
Texas 
 
41 
Alaska 
 
17 
 
Idaho 
 
42 
Washington 18 
 
Arkansas 
 
43 
West Virginia 19 
 
Alabama  
 
44 
Pennsylvania 20 
 
Oklahoma 
 
45 
Wisconsin 
 
21 
 
Georgia 
 
46 
Missouri 
 
22 
 
Mississippi 47 
New Hampshire 23 
 
North Dakota 48 
Iowa 
 
24 
 
South Dakota 49 
Michigan 
 
25 
 
Wyoming 
 
50 
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Appendix 4.2 States fiscal spending per inmate. 
 
Alabama 8128 
 
Montana 21898 
Alaska 36730 
 
Nebraska 25321 
Arizona 22476 
 
Nevada 17572 
Arkansas 15619 
 
New Hampshire 25949 
California 25053 
 
New Jersey 27347 
Colorado 25408 
 
New Mexico 28035 
Connecticut 26856 
 
New York 36835 
Delaware 22802 
 
North Carolina 26984 
Florida 20190 
 
North Dakota 22425 
Georgia 19860 
 
Ohio 26295 
Hawaii 21637 
 
Oklahoma 16309 
Idaho 16319 
 
Oregon 36060 
Illinois 21844 
 
Pennsylvania 31900 
Indiana 21841 
 
Rhode Island 38503 
Iowa 22997 
 
South Carolina 16762 
Kansas 21381 
 
South Dakota 13853 
Kentucky 17818 
 
Tennessee 18206 
Louisiana 12951 
 
Texas 13808 
Maine 44379 
 
Utah 24574 
Maryland 26398 
 
Vermont 25178 
Massachusetts 37718 
 
Virginia 22942 
Michigan 32525 
 
Washington 30168 
Minnesota 36836 
 
West Virginia 14817 
Mississippi 12795 
 
Wisconsin 28622 
Missouri 12867 
 
Wyoming 28845 
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Appendix 4.3 Wooldredge Sentencing Toughness  
 
Vermont 1   Colorado 26 
Massachusetts 2   Michigan 27 
Wyoming 3   Connecticut 28 
West Virginia 4   Indiana 29 
Nebraska  5   Louisiana 30 
New Hampshire 6   Ohio 31 
South Dakota 7   Alabama  32 
New York 8   Oregon 33 
New Mexico 9   Oklahoma 34 
Iowa 10   Texas 35 
North Dakota 11   Mississippi 36 
Hawaii 12   South Carolina 37 
Maryland 13   Virginia 38 
Montana 14   Alaska 39 
Kentucky  15   Missouri 40 
Rhode Island 16   Pennsylvania 41 
New Jersey 17   Washington 42 
Nevada 18   Georgia 43 
Idaho 19   Minnesota 44 
Utah 20   Illinois 45 
Kansas 21   Delaware 46 
Arkansas 22   Arizona 47 
Wisconsin 23   North Carolina 48 
Tennessee 24   California 49 
Maine 25   Florida 50 
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Appendix 4.4 Legal Action Center: Roadblocks to Reentry (2004) 
New York  10 
 
Connecticut 31.5 
Hawaii 12 
 
Kansas 32 
California 14 
 
Arkansas 33 
Maine 15 
 
North Dakota 33 
Oregon 16 
 
Florida 33 
New Hampshire 16 
 
Montana 33 
Utah 17 
 
North Carolina 35 
Vermont 18 
 
Nebraska 35 
Michigan 19 
 
Pennsylvania 35 
Ohio 19.5 
 
Missouri 36 
Kentucky 22 
 
Alaska 36 
Nevada 22 
 
Texas 36 
Massachusetts 22 
 
Maryland 37 
Illinois 22.5 
 
Indiana 37 
Oklahoma 23 
 
Mississippi 37 
New Mexico 24 
 
Wyoming 37 
Rhode Island 25 
 
Iowa 38 
Tennessee 25 
 
South Dakota 38 
Washington 25 
 
New Jersey 39 
Arizona 26 
 
Alabama 41 
Idaho 28 
 
Delaware 41.5 
Wisconsin 28 
 
Virginia 43 
Louisiana 30 
 
Georgia 43 
West Virginia 31 
 
South Carolina 47 
Minnesota 31 
 
Colorado 48 
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Appendix 5.1 CODEBOOK 
 
Rehabilitative Index (RI): The RI was created using combined treatment and education 
variables from the 2005 Census of State and Federal Correctional Facilities data.  There 
were a total of 15 variables that were measured from each state and local correctional 
facility in the country. The measures was then put into a ranking of 1 = Most 
Rehabilitative and 50 = Least Rehabilitative. 
 
Recidivism Rates: Recidivism rates also will run as a ranking with 1 = state with lowest              
recidivism rate to 50 = state with highest recidivism rate.  
 
Political Affiliation: Is a measure of political affiliation of Governors in the year of 
2004.  The variables measure 1 = Democratic and 2 = Republican.  
 
Political Ideology: Political Ideology is ranked with states 1 through 50, with 1 = Most 
liberal to 50 = Most conservative. 
 
Fiscal Cost per Inmate: $8128 = Lowest cost per inmate to $44379 = highest amount 
spend per inmate.  
 
Wooldredge Sentencing Toughness: A state ranking that is set up 1 through 50 with 1 = 
most liberal on sentencing policies and 50 = toughest on sentencing policies. 
 
Collateral Punishment (LAC Barriers to Reentry 2004): A ranking that measures 
barriers to re-entry with 10 being the least amount of barriers and 48 being the most 
barriers to reentry.  
 
Incarceration Rate: The incarceration rate utilized in the dissertation is from Paige 
Harrison and Allen Beck, Prisoners in 2005 (Washington, DC. U.S. Department of 
Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2005).  
 
Violent Crime Rate:  Violent crime rate ranking came from: Crime in the United States, 
2004, FBI, Uniform Crime Reports. Accessible  at https://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/ 
The violent crime rates range from 115.5 for the lowest crime rates to 765.5 for the 
highest crime rate. 
 
Conditions Inside: Kutateladze (2009) created a composite measures that was then 
turned into punitive measure of conditions inside of correctional facilities (.57 = less 
punitive conditions inside of correctional facilities to 2.71 = most punitive conditions 
inside of correctional facilities).  
 
Average Time Served: The average time served runs from 2.20 months to 76.03 months.  
 
Cost per Inmate:  runs from $8128 being the lowest cost spent per inmate to $44,379 
being the highest per inmate. 
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Percent Poverty: 7.6% is the lowest state poverty rate to the highest being 21% poverty 
rate. 
 
Median House Income: $29,696 is the lowest median income to $55,146 being the 
highest median household income. 
 
Unemployment Rate:  2.5% unemployment rate being the lowest to 6.1% being the 
highest unemployment rate. 
 
% Urban:  From the 2000 census data the lowest % urban is 38.2% to the highest being 
94.4%. 
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Appendix 5.2 Political Ideology Ranking (Gray, 2011) 
 
California	  
	  
1	  
	  
Ohio	  
	  
26	  
Hawaii	  
	  
2	  
	  
Kentucky	  	  
	  
27	  
New	  York	  
	  
3	  
	  
Colorado	  
	  
28	  
Vermont	  
	  
4	  
	  
Nebraska	  	  
	  
29	  
New	  Jersey	   5	  
	  
Nevada	  
	  
30	  
Connecticut	   6	  
	  
Kansas	  
	  
31	  
Oregon	  
	  
7	  
	  
South	  Carolina	   32	  
Massachusetts	   8	  
	  
Indiana	  
	  
33	  
Maine	  
	  
9	  
	  
Tennessee	   34	  
Rhode	  Island	   10	  
	  
Arizona	  
	  
35	  
Maryland	  
	  
11	  
	  
Louisiana	  
	  
36	  
Montana	  
	  
12	  
	  
North	  Carolina	   37	  
Illinois	  
	  
13	  
	  
Virginia	  
	  
38	  
Minnesota	   14	  
	  
Utah	  
	  
39	  
New	  Mexico	   15	  
	  
Florida	  
	  
40	  
Delaware	  
	  
16	  
	  
Texas	  
	  
41	  
Alaska	  
	  
17	  
	  
Idaho	  
	  
42	  
Washington	   18	  
	  
Arkansas	  
	  
43	  
West	  Virginia	   19	  
	  
Alabama	  	  
	  
44	  
Pennsylvania	   20	  
	  
Oklahoma	  
	  
45	  
Wisconsin	  
	  
21	  
	  
Georgia	  
	  
46	  
Missouri	  
	  
22	  
	  
Mississippi	   47	  
New	  Hampshire	   23	  
	  
North	  Dakota	   48	  
Iowa	  
	  
24	  
	  
South	  Dakota	   49	  
Michigan	  
	  
25	  
	  
Wyoming	  
	  
50	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Appendix 5.3: Kutateladze (2009) Conditions of Confinement 
Alabama	  	   42	  
	  
Montana	   46	  
Alaska	   5	  
	  
Nebraska	  	   20	  
Arizona	   3	  
	  
Nevada	   15	  
Arkansas	   30	  
	  
New	  Hampshire	   37	  
California	   14	  
	  
New	  Jersey	   21	  
Colorado	   39	  
	  
New	  Mexico	   6	  
Connecticut	   31	  
	  
New	  York	   38	  
Delaware	   32	  
	  
North	  Carolina	   18	  
Florida	   9	  
	  
North	  Dakota	   11	  
Georgia	   19	  
	  
Ohio	   16	  
Hawaii	   27	  
	  
Oklahoma	   12	  
Idaho	   47	  
	  
Oregon	   22	  
Illinois	   48	  
	  
Pennsylvania	   8	  
Indiana	   33	  
	  
Rhode	  Island	   7	  
Iowa	   40	  
	  
South	  Carolina	   23	  
Kansas	   34	  
	  
South	  Dakota	   17	  
Kentucky	  	   28	  
	  
Tennessee	   13	  
Louisiana	   45	  
	  
Texas	   24	  
Maine	   1	  
	  
Utah	   44	  
Maryland	   43	  
	  
Vermont	   41	  
Massachusetts	   49	  
	  
Virginia	   25	  
Michigan	   2	  
	  
Washington	   29	  
Minnesota	   10	  
	  
West	  Virginia	   4	  
Mississippi	   35	  
	  
Wisconsin	   50	  
Missouri	   36	  
	  
Wyoming	   26	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Appendix: 5.4: Combined Punitive Ranking 
 
	  	   Sentencing	   Conditions	   RI	   Coll	  Punish	  
Alabama	  	   32	   42	   50	   41	  
Alaska	   39	   5	   44	   36	  
Arizona	   47	   3	   7	   26	  
Arkansas	   22	   30	   23	   33	  
California	   49	   14	   18	   14	  
Colorado	   26	   39	   26	   48	  
Connecticut	   28	   31	   5	   31.5	  
Delaware	   46	   32	   36	   41.5	  
Florida	   50	   9	   48	   33	  
Georgia	   43	   19	   43	   43	  
Hawaii	   12	   27	   1	   12	  
Idaho	   19	   47	   29	   28	  
Illinois	   45	   48	   35	   22.5	  
Indiana	   29	   33	   14	   37	  
Iowa	   10	   40	   40	   38	  
Kansas	   21	   34	   27	   32	  
Kentucky	  	   15	   28	   15	   22	  
Louisiana	   30	   45	   6	   30	  
Maine	   25	   1	   20	   15	  
Maryland	   13	   43	   42	   37	  
Massachusetts	   2	   49	   24	   22	  
Michigan	   27	   2	   32	   19	  
Minnesota	   44	   10	   10	   31	  
Mississippi	   36	   35	   47	   37	  
Missouri	   40	   36	   31	   36	  
Montana	   14	   46	   17	   33	  
Nebraska	  	   5	   20	   11	   35	  
Nevada	   18	   15	   39	   22	  
New	  Hampshire	   6	   37	   45	   16	  
New	  Jersey	   17	   21	   22	   39	  
New	  Mexico	   9	   6	   2	   24	  
New	  York	   8	   38	   21	   10	  
North	  Carolina	   48	   18	   37	   35	  
North	  Dakota	   11	   11	   28	   33	  
Ohio	   31	   16	   13	   19.5	  
Oklahoma	   34	   12	   34	   23	  
Oregon	   33	   22	   38	   16	  
Pennsylvania	   41	   8	   3	   35	  
Rhode	  Island	   16	   7	   25	   25	  
South	  Carolina	   37	   23	   30	   47	  
South	  Dakota	   7	   17	   8	   38	  
Tennessee	   24	   13	   19	   25	  
Texas	   35	   24	   46	   36	  
Utah	   20	   44	   9	   17	  
Vermont	   1	   41	   33	   18	  
Virginia	   38	   25	   16	   43	  
Washington	   42	   29	   49	   25	  
West	  Virginia	   4	   4	   4	   31	  
Wisconsin	   23	   50	   41	   28	  
Wyoming	   3	   26	   12	   37	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Appendix 5.5: FULL RANKING WITH RECIDIVISM 
	  	   Sentencing	   Conditions	   RI	   Coll	  Punish	   Recidivism	  
Alabama	  	   32	   42	   50	   41	   44.4	  
Alaska	   39	   5	   44	   36	   35.1	  
Arizona	   47	   3	   7	   26	   44.4	  
Arkansas	   22	   30	   23	   33	   35.1	  
California	   49	   14	   18	   14	   57.8	  
Colorado	   26	   39	   26	   48	   53.2	  
Connecticut	   28	   31	   5	   31.5	   43.7	  
Delaware	   46	   32	   36	   41.5	   77.1	  
Florida	   50	   9	   48	   33	   33.7	  
Georgia	   43	   19	   43	   43	   34.8	  
Hawaii	   12	   27	   1	   12	   43	  
Idaho	   19	   47	   29	   28	   33.9	  
Illinois	   45	   48	   35	   22.5	   37.8	  
Indiana	   29	   33	   14	   37	   51.7	  
Iowa	   10	   40	   40	   38	   37.8	  
Kansas	   21	   34	   27	   32	   42.9	  
Kentucky	  	   15	   28	   15	   22	   41	  
Louisiana	   30	   45	   6	   30	   39.3	  
Maine	   25	   1	   20	   15	   42.2	  
Maryland	   13	   43	   42	   37	   48.5	  
Massachusetts	   2	   49	   24	   22	   43	  
Michigan	   27	   2	   32	   19	   31	  
Minnesota	   44	   10	   10	   31	   61.2	  
Mississippi	   36	   35	   47	   37	   42.1	  
Missouri	   40	   36	   31	   36	   33.3	  
Montana	   14	   46	   17	   33	   42.1	  
Nebraska	  	   5	   20	   11	   35	   41.1	  
Nevada	   18	   15	   39	   22	   39.6	  
New	  Hampshire	   6	   37	   45	   16	   32.3	  
New	  Jersey	   17	   21	   22	   39	   44.2	  
New	  Mexico	   9	   6	   2	   24	   42.7	  
New	  York	   8	   38	   21	   10	   43.8	  
North	  Carolina	   48	   18	   37	   35	   29.1	  
North	  Dakota	   11	   11	   28	   33	   39.9	  
Ohio	   31	   16	   13	   19.5	   39.6	  
Oklahoma	   34	   12	   34	   23	   26.4	  
Oregon	   33	   22	   38	   16	   22.8	  
Pennsylvania	   41	   8	   3	   35	   39.6	  
Rhode	  Island	   16	   7	   25	   25	   30.8	  
South	  Carolina	   37	   23	   30	   47	   31.8	  
South	  Dakota	   7	   17	   8	   38	   45.5	  
Tennessee	   24	   13	   19	   25	   46	  
Texas	   35	   24	   46	   36	   31.9	  
Utah	   20	   44	   9	   17	   53.7	  
Vermont	   1	   41	   33	   18	   28.3	  
Virginia	   38	   25	   16	   43	   28	  
Washington	   42	   29	   49	   25	   42.9	  
West	  Virginia	   4	   4	   4	   31	   46	  
Wisconsin	   23	   50	   41	   28	   26.8	  
Wyoming	   3	   26	   12	   37	   24.8	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Appendix 5.5 Codebook 
Rehabilitative Index (RI): The RI was created using combined treatment and education 
variables from the 2005 Census of State and Federal Correctional Facilities data.  There 
were a total of 15 variables that were measured from each state and local correctional 
facility in the country. The measures was then put into a ranking of 1 = Most 
Rehabilitative and 50 = Least Rehabilitative. 
 
Recidivism Rates: Recidivism rates also will run as a ranking with 1 = state with lowest              
recidivism rate to 50 = state with highest recidivism rate.  
 
Political Ideology: Political Ideology is ranked with states 1 through 50, with 1 = Most 
liberal to 50 = Most conservative. 
 
Wooldredge Sentencing Toughness: A state ranking that is set up 1 through 50 with 1 = 
most liberal on sentencing policies and 50 = toughest on sentencing policies. 
 
Collateral Punishment (LAC Barriers to Reentry 2004): A ranking that measures 
barriers to re-entry with 10 being the least amount of barriers and 48 being the most 
barriers to reentry.  
 
Incarceration Rate: The incarceration rate utilized in the dissertation is from Paige 
Harrison and Allen Beck, Prisoners in 2005 (Washington, DC. U.S. Department of 
Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2005).  
 
Violent Crime Rate:  Violent crime rate ranking came from: Crime in the United States, 
2004, FBI, Uniform Crime Reports. Accessible  at https://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/ 
The violent crime rates range from 115.5 for the lowest crime rates to 765.5 for the 
highest crime rate. 
 
Conditions Inside: Kutateladze (2009) created composite measures that was then turned 
into a ranking punitive conditions inside of correctional facilities (1 = less punitive 
conditions inside of correctional facilities to 50 = most punitive conditions inside of 
correctional facilities). 
 
 
